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ABSTRACT. / L /V V 

•,y . Ini the academic year of, 1968, a, subst^tia^knumber of 
the 40/000 graduate students at the University of .Califdrniav 4 - 
z Berkeley dropped out of graduate school. This g raduate school 
attrition caused^depp concern for several reasons. Priory reasons 
for concern are thh' loss of educated manpower to. society and the 
question of whether graduate school admission requirements are 
indicative 'of successful students . Thus; a survey was conducted to 
find ,x>yt*the reasons behind the high attrition rate. The three • 
factors found t6 be most often cited by dropouts were, financial 
y fac tors # academic factors and personal factors. The study also 
" indicates charac ter istics of students th'at completed degree 
requirements and .characteristics of thpse who'll eft jby reason 'T or 
leaving.; (HS) ■■■' . ' - ■ ■ o. : I - : • i 4 
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I • INTRODUCTION 
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Vy -.y * In the.'spring quarter' of 1968 , there' we,re‘ Just over -10,000 graduate 

h : V students enrolled on the Berkeley campus.; : Many of these students earned a’- 
graduate degree or certificate* at, the ( end of the spring or sum, er quarter; 
but a substantial number of the others^ did' not ’enroll in thb Pall. In’ i 
. v itself, this is^hot particularly unusual, although 'what appeared to be an- 
J- '• increase in thp . numbs 1 ; qf ^'dropouts," was cause for concern; especially, 1 in y 
. V , vievr of the then cur reh't diacussioi/s of the effect of the draft dn graduate - 

V/.y students. The present stqdy resulted frojh on attempt to resolve the* immediate, 

Vj : . 1 ■ concern and at the same time tp answer sortie of* the long-standing questions y * 

about graduate attrition. y*yy, -y • ?; . ;• yyyyy y./y / yry-vev- • . :, t y,y ^y 
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y. \ 

■ ,.i- 



Graduate attrition ip often discussed in academic circles. One qan / ,» . 
argue that the evils of the "dropout problem" are exaggerated, because, many.. * 
; students^ who are not .registered are contihuing their .studies on their own ; or 

because the nature of graduate instruction’ is such that Students may simply. * 

v- : :V : ' ;; y • .I.: : 5 -• . ; * : y ■ y y ■ : v ;.y. v : /y ,;:; 

change their minds in the course of it and decide cot to complete their 

' : >• .. y.- U<y- ; yy V ' / " ■ • ■ «■: ■ - ' i/o i> / 

‘ y\ : yy degrees. At ‘least • from the 9tydent ' s joint of ‘view, it is probably/ a mistake 
■ ''Vi •! y lw: v f ' . ■; : ■■■', ,, v'..< : f‘ ■■■ 

\ . i : to asdume: thaf:S«lly attrition is "bad," for few would quest»P n that motives - 

and goals, are sut^eet fcb^ change, and it would be unfortimate if those who did,, 
not really vant;,.4 degree: were encouraged to continue to work toward it.. Hor | 
should 'th;e: : sy8tem become, so rigid that a student must appear almost certain 
to succeed in order to be* admitted, so that the-, faculty no longer has th^v - 



V~; 
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Y r V% V : 
• 



1 , • 



/' : 

- /. r - 



option !of taki; 



a chance v on an unproven student . 



f. 






\ 






y : ;^ One also can argue that the situation is -a serious one because financial 
problems have led large number Of graduate* students to interrupt theix studies 
unwillingly , that graduate programs ai*e badly designed!, or 'that too many stu~ 
dents are admitted to graduate study who lack the motivation necessary to 

. There are many gradqate students,-, apparently, who leave Berkeley 0 and, 
other institutions dUe to circumstances not of their choice, 'and many of these 
students probably are *academic£Llly and otherwise capable of earning the degree 
they seek. Not only \s it often a waste of time and energy and depressing 
psychologically for these students to’ pursue a degree unsuccessfully, but it 
is'.wasteful for the institution in the sense that with the present level of 
enrollment limitation, many departments ‘can accept new students only as others 
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* leave » and &• student vho does /not , complete 0 his studies suceesslVlly in effect 
;h^s occupied a place which coild have been taken % another student* One 

• should keep in mind also that/ a change of institutions is more complicated 

; V ■ Av-V 



A Spr & graduate student than /'or an undergraduate, and often involves a far . ; 



greater setback for the student. ’ • 






R5VIFV' QF THE LITERATURE ' 

, Ai though' much 'of .vl/at lias been written in “recent years about ’'dropouts*' 
•relates either to the hiyn-sthbdl level or to college undergraduates, the ’ 






. T % 
y r% 



relatively unstructured bspec t of, graduate educat ioh suggests” that there are 
some aspect sof attrition which are unique to the graduate level. Berelson, 
in hivU .book Graduate Educat ion in the United States » notes that although 7 ' 
gradual v» at trition is not high In comparison to undergraduate 'rates, 

"the mar ter is perhaps more serious for the graduate school 
because, its selection is supposed to be' better; its type, of/ ‘ “ 
education is, much more expensive; and... its drop-outs sttiy' 






around louder than the .undergraduate dropouts . . . 
Another,, waiter, Alvin Renet iky » pointq out that . 



\M-r 



"At the graduate school level, one can be successful in 
examinations and courses (analogous to attainment of the 
•degree at the lower level) -and, yet v unsuccessful in the 
long-range goal of graduation. • 






!-‘any .doctoral students who have completed all requirements for the doctorate 



•$., -' k 

rj/ 



•other than the dissertation look for a full-time teaching job elsewhere* on ; 
the assumption that they will work on* the dissertation while they ’teach. ' 
Although this might solve the student's immediate financial problem, Moody 



I't'ArJ-.-. . 



Prior points out the seriousness, of the interruption Just at this Vime 

.•because •. r- ' r ....... .. • 



,1 



ij. -^Bernard Berelsoni Graduate Education in th^ United States (New York: \ 

ficGraw-Kill, I960), p. 169. . . .. 






• . ‘-Alvin Renetzky', All But the Dissertation : .A Study of the Factors idf 1 ' 

\j Attrition in Graduate Education (Dissertation : University of Sou*thern , ’ 

California, 196 ^) , p. 12. ' •' 
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"once separated from adequate research fncili ties, from other 
students, and from the dissertation adviser, and burdened, by 
he v full-time profess i onai du t ies the a tudent f i side h'ijase 1 f 
drifting away from hie final academic goal, "3 f.. : 



Prior notes - a-' variety of other, probifeds . inherent in Ph. D. programs; for 
■ .instance,' .;tbtttf;the- "degree*, is dpcn-er.dedv that knowledge . in 'many, areas , 
is cumulative., .and that if. is diff icult for ■ the student to ascertain •’ - ■- 

when amount' of study f and he ^refers". to 

other M ou‘utle ai\d unanalysable /eompric^icn^-.sij'ch as the /effect of v . 
the student 4 ®' reiationslilp vithflhto'-ndvihef y.i^he'-’!difjferei»t : responses 
of students -to intellectual' independence," etc. " f 

One of the Tow longitudinal studies of .graduate attr. 



that* made by Charles R. Wright 
according to hcv many earned i 



in which he classified students^ 



Although tvhe study is limited 



of interviews conduct e-i at th< 



V 




degree during an eleven-year period . \ j 
by a small sample si ae Ca'b&.ut 200 students) 



* ’■{ ' X' 



and by the fact that student c harac teristics ore determined on the basis ' 



start of* the period, some <if his findings 
are intefosling. Wright noted, as have some others, that age seems . 
inversely, related to , the ' chance of; success . Among the characteristics" ; 
with whieh Wright, finds a consistent, but not statistically significant,' 
relationsiiip to success are study conditions— by which he means a • ■ 

relatively lar'ges. number of -hours available for study, relatively fewer . 
hours a week spent in employment , and lack ‘of- personals Worries- ..which v 



interfere with academic work—” end romong doc tor al\ student s., "social 



adjustment, opd integration into the graduate community ;. 4, T 



• Although Ms student population is very restricted, a study 



of masters students in education, reported by. J, Robert House, makes 



3;.fc>ody E. Prior "The Doctor of Philosophy Degree, fgom Everett 
Walters (ea. )' - Graduate . Education Today {‘.’ashington , D.C. Aner i can <^ounci 1- 
on' Education, li>bf>) , p.' 51. . •*' ' _ , ’ ” ' • / . 

i »lbld.Vh.p. 52-53; •* . . \ . 



5Charles R. Wright, "Success or Failure; in Earning Groduate .Degrees," 

Sociology of Education, vol. 38,° Fall 196k* p.p. 73-97'. \ ' 

■ - . i t ■ . . .. \ n • • 



id . , p. 89 . 



7 Cbid.', p. 92- 
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many »s l«i ii\r House Ci nds married students Ices successful 



,> 1,/ than dtfcer; students- -.p ; ttrt>Viae;- students generally .less 3ucce6al^l' -v : ■’ ’Y-Y'v 

says that v ”iinsuccesof«l; candidates allowed - 

1 tt rt ai f" - 1 i' . v «■ , J »«*■»» # ‘ K *• * H,.-* r< i J i- 4 ' 1 »Vk A.. i! avj-t »a ** 'mak a.s . *i «-• ,.y t •V'AnA '■ 



V'v. ■Ices" nctt^.esdc -'iotee#?®*. .;i» ..thtr pursuit oT;,.Rji6vied^e l^'essY 

■ V i-'8uw.eca'^wvtitud&ntav' weft* m-esre critical ofvinst kuc tors and '’more likely ■'■■ '.. :"• 
to have ; di i He ial t'4 <r& v It h : i lineis -or. other per sqnal probl csss.!.,-. ' |ouse' : ’ . '. ■ YY\r.v 
//notes ‘-the ' nations of yfadtdns, ' • rather . than 1 any dingle ' 
Y\(r factor’, ;attrJiidn;: for'':exa»ple, : lie^auggpaia’ that- . ' 



*' I.; 

. > f ' 



' ; •• 



V. '. '.'. J . 



: - \ ••,•■. Thv ,'nceii. i'-^r ?»mp}xtyiteiir.j '' , which -In, ;.;!;n,r’o ne'cescitated partrtiwe; 

:'ftnron'»finl>. tirh'i-ek tdak is*)' -ltii'tul!ca'ebe«I •: at-ikil ■:> t hii a ina« I n'«r 



leading In • 






etirol'Vdttiiit v which together' •iwhdicitpped i.atpai.ea thus 1 
_.c’ t Mjnyt' f ^*1* : . t.. lie 4^>«ii»1 E olT; tnir 

:. a •■ • pointtnlfio: as 'ojj*^ ieterrelatioiitihip br probl&s ; ' va 

;:•. .’•: c lea^Hgstd atudemvaepi(fatiOfr:frcffi'' the : 'degre progiaa/*f. r ; *: 

K , ; aYAV^ :..i .hd^adddMic\\ciniR^ may pee attrition 

; ' ' . ' •differently^ Sereleon.J Hentraies liy A x ^dmpa.riafen between the “I’^v . 

opinions; held by gradnate. deanny .graduate, faculty, and- recent* recipients „ 

A i :; > V of the dortoratp, -regard i'ng 1 he.^'wdBt ’top^wtant” re'aoonsf'foV attrition ,-. A ; 

at the graduate' level ► ." '+■ ; the b^sis of^percent'iiges shovjv’ in. his study \ ■..-...A;-... 
:.it appears t hot deans g; : c?» .*■ ,n'»iderdbly raore- iciportance bo the financial V 
a j • . >5 ; a’ngi e ' theh r.'«J^' -lei t. ^groups- and arc also robjre: likely to 
■ • ’' say - ; that' bhe; ■! f 1^':': degree wasn’t necessary! fer who,!: they c 
:•■, wanted to do,” wit.ile facul.i^ 'ore. more' I ikely to feel! that students 
- vho drop ontviack "intellfectual ability to do .the work,'] and the doctoral . 

v recipients, give more -iaiportance to lack of "physical, .or | emotional V: ^ , 

.. si^ina.p' : and to\3i.saip05ntinent ; with' graduate study.^A. Y|aV\h ' 

* "Although is/ is pccdominantly un> investigation of; student ■ V '' 

• financed, a’, study / dnder.tia.ken in the. late 1950'^!' by dames A. Davis 
offers one of the better discussions of graduate attrition. In this 
. s/tudy, which defines a.-. dVopout as. any student Yin hi o: sample who had 

’ V 



■ 8^.. Robert House, ^Graduate Withdrawals: Another Approach," 

College and University , vol. Vl, no. 3 (spring 19o6), p. 315. 

Y '• .;■ 9'ibid ... p. 31 S. . /• ' ' •• -V- • ■••'. 

.V -YV-. :. . Y -/ -v I ,‘ : . . ' . ; Y. V/ • - '*. • ' . 

' IQBer^lson, Op. cit . , p., 1 ^ 9 • 
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'• saar f i vith chlidr'eii^appo^ ..h rates 

7 •t'hari.: <1 hy atude«».cV .. , Like ; a; iRuaiber of other Iwri tern »;• ■ lh5f.fi ills that field 
. os;, 8tedy;7%"3ignific(int;s ;natuj;‘a.l,.-,se ieaco ■ otudenta' appear', to ' have low / a':.',.. ,, 
idropfttt*: i«tes5 v h?tcfatiities /Students high ; dropout. rptesi, and social :-ec lence '• 
-Students oo«evlj^r^in*^^v'een «aV. ; of i : expl a Nation v fee ■'suggest, that' a. ;; 
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carfieulora/in ' the ; sciefecee 'ima. .cdrt'^o'ttti^ityy- perhaps.:.^ 
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... Finally, although Drtvi's does hot generally find “attitudes" to 
be irprAftant, he drib's note the Significance of one p&rtieul&f. type bf 
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a'itHpde: • apparently reaearch-orientt’d students -have a«fs.ewhat lower 
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than dropout' rates , students who’ consider -thes5s.el.ves neither , 

re’searchers or teacheVs .have higher rates',, and teachers are somewhere 

•in'. ViW "middle. A|so, self-defined intellectuals ,bi^e fsoisewhat lower. 

>' .. ... : v^v.w.V ' * V'-’v 

drp’pobt.;' rates than do other .-students. He commehtsntthat' r dp ~ /.f 

. ■ v.'- 

' Because It is fair to say that graduate schools give* the • 
Jtighect priority to research, the. next highest. to/teech.ing 
and 4.i tile stress to other occupational, possibilities, and °t hat 
inVeilectuniis^ is given high value in graduate school, the 
conciur.ion jw that, regardless of native ability i thu atudefit 
-.vtosevorofcss-ibnal,:. values and' aims are . in 1-the* with the values 

• - ; r*4 - , - ■ 



of 'graduate-' school . is less likely to leave it-;" 

' ■ ■ ...* .... n ’ . 
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rtlsis tKvai.es that. 



% 



luS’er jiretation, 
be 



% c ’ ' / 

. "AUbwugh; there' is no statistical proof fer ; the • ’i ni-^r i^e 
. ;toe •oV'S&’te’tor chdrttcterjht.ics, except for ‘division, may 
'.;tVcught;,;.of at an abstract level as measures oi'j involvement * ' 
. a^lsi'oinciitnjent' to . the vorid of graduate School >• atiS thus ^he. 

probability cjf leaving may be thought; of as a/ .function o/- the 
‘•'degree, of involvement in graduate school, and /the » degree of . 



legree os involvement m grab 
" •r'iK'o?. v«nei»fc In the outside world 



d degr 

. . / • 4' •=• v • 

. Tht? various ideas ‘suggested by thdse ahd other ’writings offer • 
countless possibilities as to. the factors associated with attrition', 
some of ;• which, could .be investigated iu our survey / pmi some of u which . • 
cciihV ■■roV^' ^U nfortunately many of;- the more complex relat ionships' can - 
probably be explored only' through 'the use. of an intensive and carefully 
conducted interview— an approach which was far beyond \the scope of what 



we could do with available resources. 



..../ 






• There are two basic approaches to the study of attrition: One 

. • ■ . „i • " •••’■• - , , . : *. r \ . *’ . v 

can. del ipe ‘dropouts either as "unsuccessful" students — meaning students 
bho. in the long run do- not earn a degree— , or . as those stUdfents who 
leave school at a particular point in time, regardless of whether or 
riot they return *to complete their studies at some future date’. : The 
first approach IS’ better if one-Hants to knpw /the magnitude of the 
problem; while the second approach , Ntsi.de from, the methoddlogicol 

* • ' . . ' < - -7 



1U IbId . , p. 111. 
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3 5 Ibid. , p. lit. 
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c V . . "x- .. : ; 

advantage of being . condix^ted over,. - a .shorter- period of time, has the- 
advantage-; of including students who s-cretbh the educational nrocess 

J.J ■■ ■■ \ - .* ? • -/ . 

over. itany 'years by. .^eayirig schopl and retuV.ntng one or more times. 

■ I : .■ V 

•..The prec^m study,. which is c with why students leave, 

\ ‘ . I.jiv* ^ ’ . -> ' . . ’■ 

rather : 1 ;: ban vitfc. the number who xeave, takes rhe second. approach*. There 
is. no implication, therefore , that these students are ‘'unsuccessful 1 ' 
in terms o: degree earning y ,: in fact a number of them ‘orbiiabiy will 
earn gradual a degrees from Berkeley. Instead; the'analyjiss focuses 
on why a^part-lcuia:ygroup . cf students did. not continue their formal ‘ 
education at fi tart icuiar point ‘ in tine , although the’ f indings ,also 
suggest why prudent s may i;.^. fact be ‘‘unsuccessful' 1 over the long run. 

THS SURREY-/ , • ‘ ' 

- ‘ . /' ' ■ , ' * '/t' - 0 

* Selection of the population for^the present study -began with 
-a list" jof students who were.. registered for either spring or summer 
•1968 or .• both, and^whO: djqnot continue, into the fail quarter 1968 — *■•■* 

roughly 3 ,000 students . " The first step was tc delete students who. left 
with a degree Which they probably cons iaered terminal. .In -the case 
of students* earning «a masters , it is difficult .to determine whether . 

;.©r not the> ‘Student had hoped to continue,- yet" this factor is important 
to. a study of attjUtionv was decided to !t # reai the professional ’1 
masters, but not the academic masters (M.A- or M,S ; j as terminal. - 
The -definition* -.finally arrived ‘at ---students whq 'had earned, no degree, 
in either spring, or summer or who -had earned an academic masters dt 
the end of eitf^r oiVxhose quariers^-orcduced a' population ’ of just 
\ifTder ' 1 ,o00 students . ^ ^..'Each^s^tudent . v/as serf a questionnaire which 
asked why ,he-;ha'k left* 5 Berkeley ( see Append!* A for a copy of the letter 
^and. Questionnaire) . - . 1 * / .* / ( 

•• • / • x-v . ■ : ... • ■ 

Because of tl)e way the 3 .tu<% r population' was .determined", two 
spedia.L-.-c at egorie.s of students weie anticipated. First of all; .the 
organization of «the University s/ quarter .-system calendar at the time 
of the survey allowed the student to skip any. Quarter of the academic . 
yeai'^and -stiil lie considered in continuous attendance. Under this 



" ^xln the' .selection process , .law students and intercampus, 
exphange students also were excluded from the study population. 



"ruling, some of the survey students .who had attended summer may have 
been planning to skip fall. Such students were told to note this 
and not complete the remainder pf th& questionnaire^ A, second, and 
more .difficult , oroblem arose with resDect to those students who left 
witl\an academic masters / It was our intention to. offer the student 
who died left in this manner the. : choice of either, stating :that^hl^ 
was hjis own preference rather than a result of departmental act i on , 
dire'ct or indirect — in which case he should not complete the remainder 

t _ - • > . , . « , 

of the questionnaire--or discussing his reasons for leaving--an 
alternative chosen by ; very feV students. A \?rieV discussion of students 
who .left with an academic masters is provided in Section V. •’ 

Any student who did not exclude himself by use iof. on4 of these . 
two special categories was asked to complete the entire questionnaire, . 
describing those factory which influenced him in his decision to leave 
Berkeley. A few of these students were highly negative about the /"' 
content of. the questionnaire; however, the.- -vast majority attempted to 
be helpful, although their reasons for leaving may have; been negative. 
Over 100 students elaborated on their motives Using the "other i please 
specify" option, and these responses were coded into nine categories 
which were 'used in the analysis. 

In addition to the survey data, we. collected from the Registrars 
records several bits of information on each student in the survey, 
whether or not he completed and returned the questionnaire? his grade- 
, point average when he last attended, whether or not he earned * a, degree ,* 
whether or not he was a legal resident of California, the locality he 
considered his permanent home when he was first, admitted to the graduate 
division at Berkeley, his major, his sex, and his graduate 'degree 
objective" (and in the case of d.octoral students, an administrative 

■ ■ ,■ • f 

classification of his current progress toward that degree). S^ince . 
these data were collected for all students surveyed, we are able to 
evaluate the response in terms of the types of students who did and 
did not return the questionnaire. 

'• * . i • . ■ ' 

•One of the common problems with questionnaires is that in 

retrospect the questions asked qften .do not provide just the information 



one really wanted. This is particularly true of surveys such. as this . ' 
one where the immediate motivation was very specific — -to determine 
the'e'ffect of the.. draft. In one sense, in particular, the questions 
used in the present questionnaire prove to be somewhat awkward: » 

they offer some very broad categories and several very narrow ones 

. > •• •• 
which could have been considered together ,, and they omit at least 

one (now) obvious one: loss of interest in the field. Certainly some 

students would have cited this factor if it had been offered to them 

as part of thq: checklist, and some of these students^^aeej^ have used 

"dissatisfaction with the^program" in this way, although! the meaning . 

is not really the same. J 

Whatever path such students followed* this omission points up 
very effectively one of the more- important limitatiohs of dropouts ‘ 
studies — the quest j^orT^of whether the reasons as stated accurately 
describe the students' motivations. Some respondents probably will. take 
the easy way out and will use the alternatives presented by the 
questionnaire rather than suggesting others which would more accurately^' 
or completely explain the situation. In other cases, the reasoning 
behind the decision to leave may be ill-defined in the mind of the ; 
student himself; and if the questionnaire does not include a particular 
alternative tKe student may not think of it, although if it were . 
•suggested to him he would consider it to be influential in his depision. 

THE SURVEY RETURN . t 

Of the nearly 1,800 students included in the survey, H8% completed 

• v ' *■.' • • ’ .. : • . /-. ■ . 

and returned the questionnaireV 50% apparently received the questionnaire 
but did not return it, and 2 % did not receive the questionnaire/ — it was 

; ■ ; • . * ‘ . . i 

returned unopened by the Post Office, due to insufficient address. 

The distribution of students, in terms of whether or hot they ^returned - 
the questionnaire, and how they responded if they did return it, is 
shown in, Table 1. The result is a total of Ul9 students "who-/gave their 
reasons for leaving. \ • i . . 

• * . I. V .V V. ■ ; /. 
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Table 1 



MJTION OF-. STUDENTS ACCORDING TO . , : ' 

<? WHETHER NOT THEY RETURNED THE QUESTIONNAIRE;' ' 
. AND IF SO THEIR TYPE OF RESPONSE " 



P ~ . 4 

/ , ■ 

■ .y * * ■ 

Type of 

.Survey Response 


Number 
of Students 


% . ' # 

Y * 

■Percent/ 
of Students 


.. "Percent 
Distribution 
of Students 
Who Completed 
Questionnaire 


Questionnaire noC returned • 


i' 

889 " 


N,i 50 




Questionnaire returned 




. J ' ■ 




■ unopened by post office 


' /.'• 35 - 


«>* 

. ' 2 




Total not completed 


,92b 


52 - 




Questionnaire completed: 


0 


1 1 


* 


' - Student skipped fall 


y 66 


5 


ro‘ • 


Student .-earned degree t ^ 




• 




and did not continue 


358 


20 


Ui?- 1 


Student left without, degree 




1 ^ " « 

1 


♦ 


( gave . reason ) ' > 


.1*19 


v' 23 ' 


- 1*8 


• *' 

Student gave no reason , for 


e ■ ’ . * . 






• leaving (returned 




> r 




questionnaire blank) 

, ' . 1 . ■ *• V 


2 - 


# 


# 


Total- who completed 


" 4 






questionnaire t 


865 ,- 


oo 


100* " 


Total . in. Survey 


1,789 • 


- 100 ■' . • 





*Less than 0.5% ■ 

* . •• /;• ' 

V* Not surprisingly, certain categories of students were somewhat more 
likely than' others to have returned the questionnaire. A comparison of 
those who returned it with those who did not, shows considerable similarity 
between the two groups'; however, the group^who returned the questionnaire 
contained, proportionately,- more women studepts, more California residents, 
and more students with high grade-point averages. A detailed comparison of 
these groups is shown in, Appendix B. 
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[I s SUMMA R'Y OF THE FINDINGS 

* i: 



' Tn dealing with a topic of tfiis sort, the technical nature of 

ihe material presents a considerable problem. One must be careful to 

properly qualify .the data and to note methodological ‘points which 

could, lead to misunderstandings; yet the result' often is tiujC f ■ • 

material is made unreadable. For this reason, Xthe primary findings of / 

, . - * * x * \ * / . 

the present study are presented in a non-technicai mknner in this section, _ 

followed in SeclrtOTs\U.L through V with a i$cre detailed and numerical 

1 presentation./ ( • . / - * . , 

/ \ / * % > ' < * ■ 

\ ^ ^ ^Ntmibef of reasons given .. For many students* it appears that .the 

V decision to leave school is a simple one, based on one or two factors, 

'while for some it is very complex. Nearly half of the students la this 

/survey gave only one reason for leaving. Although many students indicated 

.*■ that they were influenced by two, three, or four factors, very lew. cited 

five or more. In some cases, students cited two or more factors which 

are so closely Related that they amount, to' a single reason, for instance, 

many students .’cited "continued ijv non-registered status” along with 

* 'another factor suchras "sought . full-time employment . 11 For some students 



< ~ . L . v 

who cite several reasons for leaving, it as likely that no one reason 



/ 



would be sufficient in itself, but s toner or later the combination becomes 
strong enough toj-influence the . student *s decision. 

In order to get some overall notion of the students* motives 

. ' • • O ■ '4 

for leaving, the analysis summarizes the responses under, four, general 
headings : financial, academic, personal, and unclassified. These 

groupings, like any such classifications, are arbitrary, but useful so 
long as one does not take them t.co * seriously. On this basis, the factors 
chosen by the students were as follows: 



Grouping of 
Factors 

Financial 

Academic 

Personal 

Unclassified 



f 



Percent of Students Selecting 
at Least One Factor from Group 



, U6% 



20 % 

30 % 

63 % 
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. The very x high 63$ who cited oiie of the "unclassified" '.factors. is 
largely the result of the students whyi indicated that they "continued in 
non-registered status," a factor usee/ to indicate an- interruption .of formal 
registration, and iifhich may or may hot indicate an actual departure from ■ 
the campus. Excluding this one factor, 'which accounted for more students 
than any other in tlie suryev, financial ^factors were most frequently cited, 
with nearly half of the students selecting at least one factor, classified 

\ ■ ■ •. *• » * . f * . 

in this manner. The ivast majority of* the atudents who Cited one . of the 
financial' factors selected either "lacked funds to- continue" /br Vspuglvtv 
^ull-time employment" or both. Apart from "continued in non-registered 

•' , * i ■ ■ ■ . . / , . ' 

states and these two financial factors, tile most frequently cited reasons 
for leaving were "dissatisfaction with the program"’ and ••" enrolled at another 

institution." Since the efiect of the draft was one of the immediate 

* ‘ i 

motivations for this study, it should be noted .that the number of students 
who selected one of the military variables was less than for arty of, the * 
■factors already discussed,' but was appreciable, nonetheless. Host of these 
students' said they expected the draft, rather than that they had enlisted 

' y // ■ : . : 5 : 



or li ad been drafted. ...... . . 

...... \ , I • * 

\.iy Reasons considered most important . Some of .the reasons given were 
* . ■ ■ • , ’ /> ' • ' - ■ . ‘ * ' . ' ■ . . 

generally considered ' by the S'pudents who .cited them as their most important 

reason for leaving, while others were less likely to be thought of in this 



manner,. 



V 



• With the exception of the factors specified by the students theiiisclves, 
v t \ • ■ •' •. 1 

which^one would expect to be very important to them, continued in non- 
■ . ; \ ' y . i , .• 

registered status ,V was most frequently selected as the most important reason 

for leaving ancL as the only reason^ for leaving. Presumably most iof these 

students , at least at the time they left , intended tc^ complete their degree 

at Berkeley; although for a variety of reasons, some bf which have been 

discussed in the literature, it isyoften difficult for such students to stick 

to their original plan. Another factor from the questionnaire checklist which 

frequently Las selected as the most important reason and often the only reason 

for leaving was "enrolled at another institution." AniOpg students who said • 

they enlisted or expected the draft about half said this was their most 

■important reason for leaving, but of those who said they had been drafted 

"surprisingly few said this was most important. . . 



On .the other hand, only* about one-third of the "students who selected.. 

eithei^f the two financial factp-rs vhioh were .very popular 'considered’ - ' 

one of these as their most important reason and* relatively few gave either 

of- these as their only reason*. One thing to keep in mind here : lv: . that 

many ‘Students cited both 61 these factors, but of course could" designate 
. - ■ ■ ’* • ■ * • 

•only one as. most important . ’'Dissatisfaction with the program' 1 was cited 

in r a manner similar to the two financial variables — -about oner t hi rd of * 

.•the students who* cited it cor/sidered it their most .Important Otusc-n > 

. .,V; .• * . . ^ *. . . , « . * 

but few. gave it as their only reason. ' 



Student characteristics an d reasons cited- . It is encouraging that 



when ;one looks at the reasons and combinations of 



; .i ted • by par 1 1 c ul a 



, types- of students, although the numbers in some cat egories 
enough that only substantial percentage differences can be considered 

‘ 1* ' V ' ' * w \ ... • .... '• ' • * * 

meaningful, the patterns feenefaily seem to mdke sense/ Even wheve the 
categories are. not small, one must be -cautious of ^oursie, in .us s tuning 



causal relationships , for -very often the relationship between any of 
these .characteristics and r„e<i5pn. for leaving is produced by. some other 

• ' . . * A .1 / " : " , 

factor. * v . * \ t ‘ • ■ • ./*•>• 



Several reasons for leaving were cited by .large and roughly, .. 1 # 

' similar .proportions of«bo*th men and women. This/ is t,rue of "continued 
in non-registered status,"' "lacked funds to continue,-" dud‘ "dissatisfaction 
with the program." "Enrolled at another institution," on the .other hand, 



\ W ^ S cited by more men than y? omen, and the* same is true of "sought full-time 



\ employment," although to. ;a lesser degree. Although the numbers' involved 
lare not. large, it- appears thjit men were more inf luenced by the military 
factors and women by some of the -other personal factors.' Women were 



much more likely to cite "enrolled for a limited time only." 



’ The type of degree toward which the student* is working, and his 
. -b . * ^ w / .i ■ " -■ .. 

progress toward that degree, appear to have a strong Relationship to the, 

reasons why hd decides to leave., "Continued in non-registired status " 

sel 



was selected by about one- fourth of the students who were working for a 
certificate or masters degree, but a far higher proportion of those 
working for the doctorate. Among students working for the doctorate* 
-this reason was given relatively infrequently by. those at the beginning 



' i 



\ 
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lcvc-1, but by over three- fourths of those ?vt .the -most udvat-eo'i level— , 

1 , f ' s - ^ ‘ 

those who had been advanced to- candidacy . . ' .* .. 

The two fi^eqiienlly cited financial variables were mentioned by many 

students regardless of :thei>; djegr.ee level J with the exception v that "lacked 
”* ■' "■ ‘ ' y '/. I ... 1 ■ . * v* ■ V 

funds to continue" was* cited less frequently by beginning, doctoral .students 

who seemingly did not start their studies unless they had enough support - 

least to see them through this period . V;. 



* I, ; y _ • * 

Dissatisfaction with the program" was indicated most frequently 
among beginning ^doctoral st^idents*,* and — as one might expect- w reXatively 
rar ply. among students advanced to candidacy for the doctorate , since 
presumably these students have had plenty # of time to ascertain whether.- 
the program meets their expectations Students citing "enrolled at • • :* 
another institution" followed a somewhat similar pattern in that o#ong 
doctoral students the - frequency with which this factor was mentioned 

' ’• " * ■ <u , 

•was . less among the more, advanced students. . 



o • 



’ V » .... . • v . • t ' ■ _ 

Although they do not account for large proportions of the- students r 

overall, t he. military vaviablss, as one v/oulcl exuect .. v:ero cite/i primarilv 

, . * •••; , * •' • *" - •• < * 

by students at the masters and beginning doctoral level, "enrolled for a 

limited time only" accounted for more masters than doc torj ai students and 

students who cited "studies completed, no degree yet !r were almost exclusively 

doctoral students who had been ^advanced to* candidacy/. . • 



7 



^:7 •' 



\" : ' y / Field of ^tudy almost certainly relates to reasons for leaving- ' 
inv some way , but the combined effect* of small numbers of students and 
the -influence of next .degree* objective is sufficient to obscure the 
relationship except in a few instances. "Lacked funds to continue" 
was cited by a somewhat similar proportion of students in most fields- 
of study-- only biological sciences seemed to be affected slightly less.;* 
than the others. The othe * frequently cited financial variable,’ "sought 
full-time employment," ac:ounted for larger" than average, proportions of 
students in the arts and in engineering, although in the former case, 

the number, of students \s too small for a* percent difference to be ‘ 

\ -.77 ; :■ . - ' . ' . . -V .■ . . ' 

meaningful, and for a smaller than average proportion of students in 

agriculture... and forestry. - 7 y 7 ! * ... 
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Continued in non-registered status” was cited 'by somewhat similar 

■V ' ! - ■ -v ■- V.' ’ ■ ‘ *■ •; ■' . ; I • \- 

prpportions of students in all fields except Engineering and social sciences* 

In all likelihood, the lower than average number of engineering students who 
cited this factor' may result from the high concentration of masters students 
in these major s *, however j in the -case* *of social sciences , attempts to check 
out this relationship show that both at the masters level and the advanced 
doctoral level, social science students were more likely than; average to 
cite this reason, thereby suggesting that' this in fact' may relate to the 
nature of the .jdiscijplines'/tiemselves , rather than just to degree level”; 

•One further relatWiSh ip appears noteworthy with respect to field 9 f ' 
study. Students in agriculture & forestry and • in the avt«s--particularly in 
one program in each of these fields — appeared 'unusually likely to indicate 
"dissatisfaction with the '-prograffii . " . Any judgments on- this basis should be* 
made cautiously, but areas such as this probably .would merit, further study. 

. •".• . <■ i ' . . . 

Regaraienc of one’s feelings about grade-point average as 'an Indicator 
of academic success at(^ the graduate level , a 1 student’s average does; appear 
relatedi to his reasons for leaving, One factor "continued in non-registered 
status," was cited much more frequently by students with high averages-- 
3-500 and above — possibly because this group included many of the most 
advajneed students. Factors cited more frequently by students with .averages . 
below 3.000 included "dissatisfaction with the program," "sought full-time 
employment '’personal illness," and "job-related reasons , "--relationships 
which seem- plausible although grades certainly are not always the qausal 
factor. '■ /.xsa r", 

-s. Comparing the reasons cited by foreign students and /U.S. students; ; 
it. appear^ that foreign students were much more likely to indicate that they 
"lacked funds to continue" and more likely to say that they "enrolled f or a *• 
limited time only" or had "enrolled at another institution," often meaning 
that they returned home. Foreign students were less likely to indicate 
"dissatisfaction with the program, "and were less likely to cite either the 
draft or some of the other personal factors. Among" U.S. students the most 
striking contrast is in the much larger proportion of California residents, 
as compared to non— residents, who cited "continued in non-registered status" j 
as a. factor. Out-of-state students who had become California residents were 
most likely to cite "lacked .funds to continue" and "sought full-time 
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employment;',-" and out-of-state students who were not Cali fornia residents 
■■■/" ' *rv 

were most -likely- to cite the military variables.-' . > f . 



: ?•:' f 



-X 



The academic masters . 3etause of the varying circumstances uhder 
which students leave with an •'academic masters degree, the- survey attempted 

’ ; X . ..■ V. ' : b ° , • 

a brief exploration of this area, a'bth.pugh, nt> attempt was made to "put ' 
the ,student on the spot • in explaining- his situation. Although we know 
very little "about these stud^ntst it does appear that at* least at the start 
of the last quarter in whic'h,.they enrolled , the vast, majority '/indicated 
that they were seeking the -masters rather than the' due tornte. k also re- 
appears that an appreciable number: were in majors where ’many students do 
not work for the doctorate. .Such findings may mean that the number .of 

; ’’ ’ * ’ . « ' - * ' ft 

students who are terminated by the^* departments via an academic masters • ' 
may not be very large . . . 

Evaluation of the problem . This rather complex array of statistics , 
still Reaves one wondering what the dropout problem is ail' cfoout. Although j 
the findings of studies such. as this may /provide insights, they leave 



W 



much still to be determined, and at the same ti-me raise questions as to . 
the usefulness of pursuing the-iclea on any large scale.' ; 

. ..i • "■ ' ' . . -.' 

It seems that there are many - reasons why students leave graduate v _ \ , 

..^ch^-i’i and . that the "balancing •effect" of. these may preclude' correlation ' ; ■ 

A ’ * • -' $■: ■ v X . - ' v f. ( . .. 

'tfWi-t-h 'other variables.- . Moreover-, it, seems that some students have- one 
overwhelming reason for what they_ are doing; others tfave a variety of 
lesser reasons which sometimes ii\ the aggregate .become sufficient that 'r 
they leave. Although the responses on the present .‘questionnaire seem to * ’ • 

' make sense , one is always faced with the, question of the extent to which they 
express .the real reasons' as .distinguished from those Xh-icH: are socially 
acceptable and will make sense to others. Several writers have' noted tHb,t 
success in graduate seijool is largely governed by how well one plays the game, 
by a process of "socialisation-' as it were. To the extent that this is ' ^ v 
v-.--.trUe, presumably the dropouts would be less concerned. with conforming to 
expectations than those who earn a degree , and "therefore more likely to 
give honest answers in a survey. One also would* think that an unofficial 
survey might produce more candid answers than those giveh on a withdrawal - 
petition. One. always wonders, nonetheless, about the-validity of survey 
.‘replies. '• ’•! 
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| On the other; hand , -it is very possible that, in 'looking .far; ;<*dnjpJexV- • 

^ivatiohs -for the students •act-ions., ve are .searching- too .'.iyepiy /' and that 

for nsariy. students the. ■explanations are as sirrtpl.e,a^ they' appear on the 

suriactij. Certainly it ,wouldt-see:tt that the. reasons; a& stated .are 'important;*' 

' f . ' ■ ■ C “ .-Q; v ■ . ‘ 

t or most students one -suspects;- .-that -there may be . other factor,^ as well , -■ 

but . these- way always, be treyonU, the .ins t i tut ton* s, knowledge- and : .smy in fact 

, npt' be bntireiy within Lbo suidentjs ynde,j‘»fcahding.. -... •. ■/' 

Another major question involved IS .whet he !• or riot : divpj>ing out is i 
.. bad. ’ As suggested ' in the Introduction v- this mtiy - /depend on whether one 
Stakes the ins t i tution point or- view or that of’VtiW student ; ‘ Attrition 
always /signi l ies some use of resouroes/vhieh- do;es not lead ;:-*o a degree* r v » . 
and when; financings is tv.carce or enrollmerits are control Led for ^ome other 
reason • registering an unsuccessful student prevents wr-o t ! « e f v ude.n t > "V ,, 0 

• from having a chancy to earn his degree.; during that per iod of- time, /From " 
the studentdn point of view, druppuag qut i^ a negative thing if it results / 

. fr&n . the . act^on/af the institution or some outside fqfce against his will* . 

" ’ ... #;• \* i •• • , *« • *. ,4 ft ■ 

but -it may not\bl?*negat‘ fve *♦ if he leayeS because hi a interests have 
cnaKgeir or if iteMecifles he would rather staidy elsewhere. ; * ' ^ 

• ., Xn -certain ‘earciomstanbes , of 

bad, is unavoidable. It- is unlikfely that admissions j^ocedures wi;j 1 ever 
become ^o saphisticated that they , can ^predict accurate!^ who can 
and equally unlikely that any sys.tem can becornp so. straight forward that all . 

who prigiriaily^ feel that they want - to /seek' a graduate degree in a specific . 

.. \ - . .. . ■/:*-. ; j - s ' , r-;.-;:../ ** : •’ " \ 

. ^will persist. 1 vCertqtft.ly some af the outside forces leading to attrition* 

-cannot be controlled. Assuming that/ we will always have some degree of' \y. 
attrition* what should cause concern is that, the .level m*iy be increased* 

Somet imes to a considerable exten^_by '^ ^ fac tprs; over -which inar^. tut ion " 
has c6ntroi"principally its program. It would seem that r dny additional 
analysis should be concentrated^ therefdre , . not on /farther delving into 
the student * s motivations jn*?rfeneral , but specifically in certain areas 
where the institution and its policies are ? directly/ involved. A further 
advantage of this approach /Would be. that by focusing on oaftiqular areas 
of attrition* it is possible that^^study population covering several 
years could be- collected, so as to avoid. s6me /of the extremely small - ‘ 

categories which complicate an analysis such as this one . ~ * . •’ 
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. ' The iwssbcr. o.f students ,yho cl let! each ! tea on ythe qu<f»tlcnaa i cheok- 

•list. as being " i-h fluent iol \ " is shewn in Table 2, with the '‘'.'*©ifc«r ,. please •- 

‘ \ ; ••. ■ » /■■-, . . ''■■■■'■,: : •/• ■: ■ •■;'■■ • ■ ’Tv •, ' ■ 

specify" responses coded into , nine categories. The, first coins; « ait •percent ages 
•.* : • ■ . \ '" . ’ •.» ." • -•• •; ' ' ■ V . , 

is based on the %i9 .students • who'-coaoi'eted the quect^onhafre ssnl. gave their 

reasons for ,te?Aving.,; ntri^fheretore udds to 195ft* indicating that • each, student , 



on the evefiige, 'Considered about two reasons rss influential;” 'Che total* 

’ ' ■ . '■ j . ■ " ' ■ . • • j ‘ : '•* *• : ;*• .V ' ‘ ; V •••;■ • ■' 

numhej$of 'students ,■ {M.9). rather than ,-tjhe ''total ' nujsheKo.f r e^p-nhses . . { $ I 6 )• is 



'used;.' as the base 'Ter bvrlct-.tages thro«jghc\a fhtfvstudy -The ^aricus'Vosbi nations • 



'of rtfsfiof^couid' the number of students citing each combi nXy on i^re'; shown-' id/ 



Append iV. ,C; sy ■; ', t h<f r may derive' any grouping in. which .£*?• nay be 



a ; 






wtr*. Uiu 1 ar jy. : nbiersjsied . 

■ ; *.•” : #-■ . • 



, ,‘v' . 



*.£/’. '■*. . Tivbie 2 also .shows she' profort Ton of .those' student;*' who seise fed* each 

.. ‘ factor who thought, shat fueuVr - slthef the mod t .important resets vhy • they. - X'effT 

.■ -'■ '. C __ ' ^ •' / ■ • ■ fc.-.j" . - • •:./ v “l . ■ .. 

: ’ BeYkeiey or the- enty fuc ; Co/ involved. Amon#- phe !<?3 .butd^nta wh%:..<l;o5e bo '':• 

■..■'! ,*'■.■ • * ■ .-o’- j ' V.;- '• ,.'•'. ■ . \ -V/, ■. i, . ' . y» ? , sv% . ' s : . 

specify, a factor'.- .which’ was hot .mentioned on the .quest iojntaktc ch^ v k'lss.t + ,73? **._. • 

’ V - • ’ ■ • ■'... (• •• . . .( ’•' '■ 

'.. said that the factor spec Vfied was the Inpb^taht* iihy; they left. 

••' '.Presumably students who bothered- to ivrjri.te i in a; reason Vivb'd Id be m<ire. likely than 



t. - 



S 



• i 



averse to co»v5id/»f this rfeasoo -very important . 

-v . ■ • ;* . - •••••». 

■ ’ • «'• ' - •• • : 

FtlJAK^TAL FACrrOl^i- 

Forty-six percent of thl’ students cited one os* more, of the factors; 
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grouped under the gets era! 



Eng. "financial," with. ihost of these students . 



citing '-lacked ftindir tc continue" and/of '"sought .|fiill-t;lme' er^ftcysieht 
no.ted ijv’Scet'.ioh Il. ; i. : ■ •- ^ 



•H : 



lack of Funds', btie- fourth of the students 



Jve reusohs for .leaving. 






f 



saij- that lack of funds to continue was ■■ in ! the If dacisloh s.o leave; 
however, this reason was ; .hot' . ojjMjr^iven . a lone.* . .Sixty percent of the, 106 • 

^ students eitimg .' thjjsJftflFto^aiso indicated that they* sought full -time employment, 
■l i6% iudieateci that they had enrolled at another institution, land 30l£ Indicated 
that, they were dissatisfied with the program at Berkeley. ’ 



■ Vv, . . . : : ..V ■ ' 

In response to a more specific queation.as to the reason for their 

financial difficulties, over half of the students who said that they ’.'lacked 




funds" indicated the; unavailability of a* grant ; fellowship, asaistantohip. 
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etc., about a third indicated the increase in University fees, while's third 
also indicated unavailability of employment with salary adequate' -to ctheir needs” 
Smaller proportions indicated reductions in family support or. offers of better 
support from other institutions, but 26% specified a factor other than those 
we listed orj...the questionnaire, (see Table 3). Although a variety of reasons 
were 'expressed in the "other" category, many of the students' reasons can -be 
summarised into one of three categories: the feeling that they* couldn't incur 

any more debts and in fact should start paying off some they already had, the 
feeling that the income ■’from their various? sources Just wasn't sufficient for 
their needs, or the appearance of an unexpected expense when presumably they 
had Just been able to manage. Of the eleven students who said they received * 
on offer of better. financial support from another institution and specified 
the institution, four named Ivy League scHools two named oth^j' UIC. campuses, 

■ • •’ / ' , f i 

and four named foreign institutions. ’ 






Sought Full-time Employment . This reason was probably given both ,by\ 

• students who left Berkeley in order to take a Job and by students who 

,. . y ■■ . »;• . .* ;■•. . 

decided , to .leave Berkeley for other reasons and subsequently decided to seek 
full-time employipent. Regardless of^whether this factor is cause or effect, 

• .33? of the students indicated that it was influential. 



All students who indicated that they sought full-time employment 
were asked whether or not ttyey intended this as a' temporary or a permanent 






^.interruption of their studies. Of the 115 students who answered the question, 
>725r said that they intended the interruption to be temporary^. The remaining 
28?, who^ apparently intended, to leave Berkeley permanently, appears to include ’-'v 
somewhat more than the usual proportion of students with cumulative grade- 
point averages, under, 3.000— 26? of these students as \ compared to .12? of all 
’* students who gave reasons for leaving. V 



Job-Related -^teasoRS. ‘ Four percent of the 4l9 stude 
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reason which was. coded into this category, and of these students 82? thought 
'this their most; important reason for leaving and hj% gave it as their only 
reason. The factors c6ded into this grouping include 'an employed person 
being called back to his Job, the company being transferred away from the! 
Bay Area, acceptance of a position which would not ;permit part-time study, 
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j. £ v Table 3 

, REASONS GIVEN FOR FINANCIAL DIFFICULTY ^BY STUDENTS WHO SAID THEY 
. V\ WERE INFLUENCED BY "LACK OF FUNDS 'TO CONTINUE” 







Number of Students 


Percent of 
l Students 
'Citing this 
Reason*** 


• : ■ *. . . 


Reason for. Financial 
Difficulty 


Citing this 
Reason 
Alone f 


Citing this 
Reason Along 
with Others 


Total 


17. > 


, . 

Increase in university fees 


5 ■ ;■ 


28 


33 


32 




Unavailability of grant , 






: v- 


G 




fellowship, assistant ship, 
etc . V : 


18 ' 


' 39 


57 


56 


• - V' 


Unamai lability of employment 
with salary adequate to 
needs . 

, ■ . , . . . ,, 


• 9 ^ 


9 ■* 

' 25 

n 


3U 


33 


: • y 


Reduction of family support 
( spouseT^Jjarents , etc.) : 


5 


10 


*. 15 


’ 15 


; . V -•*'7 . 


Offer of better financial 
support 'from another 
institution 

» t , 


*» 


* V 

10 * 


l 1 * 


ik 


' r .. 1 

■ • if 


Other* 


\ 

9 


18 

' * ‘ 


j ■ ’ 

27 


26 


| ' u ’- . . 


/ * 

Total Number of* Responses 


50 


13 a 


180 


- * 
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Total Number of Students 


. 50 


52 


102** 
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*See text, %page $0, for a discussion of 

*#Four students who cited "lacked funds 
question. 
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or the fact that classes needed' by the student were not offered in the evening 
hours and were therefore not available to a person employed full-time. Teachers 
returning to their positions were not included in this category, since generally 
they had come to Berkeley with the understanding that they would enroll for 
a limited time only — either a sabbatical year or a summer quarter. 

Miscellaneous Financial Reasons. One percent of- the students cited 
reasons which were coded *as miscellaneous financial factors : for example, 

a part-time student wanted to avoid increased fees for four units of work, 
a student ' s spouse wanted to register and they couldn*t afford both fees, and 
a student who couldn f t afford the norl-resident fee was waiting out the period 
necessary for legal residence. 

ACADEMIC FACTORS 

Twenty percent of the students cited "dissatisfaction with the program" 
and/or an "other" reason which was coded as either "termination by the 
department" or put into a "miscellaneous academic" category.* 

Dissatisfaction with the Program . This factor was indicated •as. 
influential by 1J% of the students. It is difficult to establish just what 
these student’s meant; for, although it was intended that this factor would refer 
to the academic side of the program, it is possible that some -of the students 
referred to the level of financial support. The possibility of a financial 
interpretation . is given substance by the fact that over half .of the students 
who selected this reason also indicated either lack of funds to continue or 
.that they sought full-time employment or both. : One-fourth of the students 
who cited this factor said that they enrolled elsewhere. ° 

Terminated by the Department* This category includes the very small 
number of students who saidy specifically that they had failed their examinations 
(orals, qualifying, or masters comprehensive) dr indicated that their work 
was in some way unacceptable to their department. These students' cOuld as 
easily have been included in the "miscellaneous academic" group, but they were 
counted separately since they represent a category in which there has been 
considerable interest. The number of students citing! this reason almost 
cfertainly constitutes an understatement; others may. have indicated that they 

l A ^ V: // •■"/•V/ 
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received a masters and didn't choose, to go further^ or they may be included 
in the "dissatisfied 1 ' categor^ or they may have chosen to explain their departure 
in some other way^ possibly by not returning the questionnaire. 

Miscellaneous Academic Reasons , The miscellaneoua/iategoi-y , which includes 
reasons given by b% of the students , includes predomirymtly those students whose 
major professor left Berkeley, students who couldn't ge^t into the program of 
study they wanted (the education certificate was mentioned* by several students), 
and students who had difficulties with registration procedures, etc. 



PERSONAL FACTORS 



* - ! 

Included among the 30$ of the students who indicay^d that they were 

influenced by one or more of these factors are students who said they needed 

■ • - \ ' 

a break from their studies, students influenced. by the draft, and students 

who said they left because of marriage, pregnancy or birth, or illness. 



Needed a Break from Studies. Relatively few students {2% of those who 

I 

gave reasons i’or leaving 0 ) used the "other, please specify" category to indicate 

I . ' . ' .. .. /.■ _..r l.* ■ ■ ' I 

that they needed- to take a break from their studies for one reason or another, ; 

but ever half of ‘those who did considered it their most important reason for . ' 

leaving'. These students indicated the need to evaluate their goals and % their 
progress toward those goals, or that they werfe fatigued and needed a rest, or that 
they were bored with their studies. The usuaijL motivation here seems, to have ^ 
been either personal or academic, but not finahpial, an impression substantiated 
by the finding that one factor mentioned by many students in the survey — lack of 
funds to continue— -was mentioned by only one of . these students . :j ■ t 



Military Service. As indicated in the introduction, one. of the specific 
motivations for the present .study was the question of whether the apparent; 
increase .in graduate attrition in 1968 was an effect of the draft , either real 
or anticipated. Because we were interested in being as specific as possible 



on this point, three alternatives were offered the student , on the questionnaire 
checklist rather than just one: voluntary military service, involuntary 

military service, or expectation of the draft. The\three reasons were cited by 
b% y ‘5% y and 11% of .the students respectively. 



Since more students checked "expected to be drafted" than checked either 
of the other two factors, one might conclude that the , thread of the draft was 
off more importance, in terras of numbers than the draft itstfff.' Our original 
intention was that the^ three factors would be mutually exclusive, or at least 
that one would not check both involuntary military service and expectation of 
the draft. This was not the interpretation made by the student, for some 
selected both factors . One possible way of "interpreting these figures is to 
say that any student who selected expectation . of the draft probably had not yet 
been draxted, although if he checked both, he was probably certain that the 
draft was unavoidable. On this basis, it would appear that the vast majority 
of student^, corlcerned with military service were anticipating the draft but nad 
not actually been drafted.; .When, students were asked' whether , if they had enlisted 
it was as an alternative to being drafted, most* said that this was the case. 

• Illness . Only 3 % of the students cited personal illness as a reason 
for leaving, while less thaxi 1% cited the illness of another .= 



. Marriage' Eight percent of t the students who left gave marriage as a 

reason for leaving, although "very few considered it their most important 
reason. Roughly t hr efe fourths of these students also cited "lacked funds 
to continue," "s ought! full-time employment" andVor "dissatisfaction with the 
program." It should be noted, that this factor apparently was used both. by 
students, who were getting married and those who had marital difficulties. 



Pregnancy or Birth Only 3/5 of tlie students cited pregnancy or birth 
as • h reason for. leaving^ and Just half of these considered it the most 
important factor, one- explanation probably being the fact that- this factor 
was .cited- by almost as many men as women. - ' 



Miscellaneous Personal Reasons . Like the other 'miscellaneous '-categories 

5* • ’ V - • -• ‘ ‘ \ 

coded from the questionnaire, this category, which was cited by 5/5 of the 
students, contains a variety of responses .. 'Most ’of. tliese students had left 
the Bay Area because their spouse was. either studying or employed elsewhere, 
a few simply indicdted that they had left. the country, at least one. student” 
indicated that^he had left .Berkeley because he was now draft exempt, and we 
found that a few students had died. For over 10 % of the students whose 
responses were coded into this category, the factor thdy specified was their 
most important reason for leaving, and for 1+5/5 it was the only factor. 



UNCLASSIFIED FACTORS 



The grouping unclassified" has been used^here to Indicate factors which 
could nou be clearly included in one of thd other* - three areas ; however, it 
in no way implies an unimportant category, in fact 265 ’-i the hiy students (63%) 
indicated one or more of these factors. 

. P^ntmued in a Non-Registered Status. This factor does not constitute 
dropping out in the usual sense, for ^presumably the intent here is not an 
interruption , of study although it is an interruption of formal registration. A 
number of th^se students may have found full-time teaching Jobs at another ' 
institution, , and hope to complete their degrees while .fulfilling their professional 
duties. Others may be students whose studies involve large amounts of independent 
reading or. research — sometimes at considerable distances from Berkeley;’' and such 
students may have ielt that since they would have no formal connection with 

the University during this periods they should not be obligated to pay fees ■ '■>- 

Some of course, may also be students who have interrupted their formal studies 
for financial or other reasons and hope. to continue for a period on their own 1 

Some presumably are continuing their studies, on their own, in Berkeley, • • , 

•Such students often are not denied the advice cf their professors— an 
important' consideration, since over 60JS were advanced doctoral students,. 

Although they may take up a considerable amount of faculty time, they are not 
included in departmental enrollment or worklbad figures . Also, as noted by 
aj least one of the. studies reviewed in the Introduction, such students often 
are interrupting. their studies at a critical .time' and some may underestimate 
the demands of the job they have tstkenon. At various times, regulations 
have been passed which aim to preventj, or at least minimize, this situation;- „ 
but enforcement seems to vary considerably among departments . 

As noted earlier, this factor was cited by more students than any other 
reason for leaving— 4l# indicated this factor either by itself or in- combination 
with other factors. Among students influenced by- this factor, 63/5 considered 
it the most important, reason why they were not registered, and nearly half, 
said it was the only reason. As one might expect, there $re strong financial 
considerations expressed here; UOjt of these, students , or 15% of the students 
who cited this factor along with others, also cited one of the financial f 

factors. 
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Studies Completed, but Degree Not Conferred. 



The 3!? of the students who. 
specified reasons which were coded into this category are , for the nost part, 
students who claimed to have finished all requirements for their degree—— 
including the thesis or dissertation— -by the end of the summer quarter, but 
for one reason or another had not received it in September. Presumably most 
would have received their degree in-December, although a few, based on their 
statements, way have taken longer, since final faculty appr.oval had not been 
received- . ' 



Enrolled at Another Institution . Sixteen percent of the students 
indicated that they intended, to enroll at another institution. Potentially 



these students are of particular interest since' their motivation for leaving 
may be university-related, rather than based on technical factors or factors 



which are outside t.he control of the institution. Because of the way the 

questionnaire was worded, students who indicated this factor may have decided 
‘ 1 ‘ ‘ ' r ^ ’ 

to enroll elsewhere after deciding to leave Berkeley for other reasons; 

•but their responses when asked to state briefly the reason for their action, • 

generally give the Impression that they left- Berkeley with the intention of 

enrolling elsewhere. Of the 67 students who -said they enrolled elsewhere, S0% 

said this was their most important reason for leaving and 31% said it was their 

yonly reason, ■ ’’ ■ ' . ■ • ’• . 

; ■•;.■• " " ^ ■ ’ j • ■ ■ • . 

Of those who indicated this factor along with others , about expressed 

dissatisfaction with the program as a concommitant reason. Even among these 
students, the explanations as to why they enrolled elsewhere varied considerably. 
Some students were negative, saying that they disliked the Berkeley atmosphere 
or their particular program or both; some indicated that the institution to 
which they had gone offered a better program or sometimes a better atmosphere 
for learning; and some indicated that they had gone, to institutions which 
offered programs not offered at Berkeley, or to institutions where they had 
offers of financial support. » 



Most of these students specified the institution at which they 
enrolled. As the figures in Table 4 show, nearly half went either to an 
institution in the eastern U.S. or to another University of California pampus. 
A list of the specific institutions is shown in Appendix D. 
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Table U 

REGIONAL DISTRIBUTIOtlxOF INSTITUTIONS SELECTED B X STUDENTS 
WHO LEFT BERKELEY TO ENROLL ELSEWHERE* 





- Number of 


Percent of 


Location of Institution 


Students 


Students 


Eastern U.S. :f /•= 


15 


' ( 

25 


Midwest 


7 


11 * 


South 
West : 


. 6 . A, 


10 


University of California 


UM 


(23) 


Other 


( 11 ) 


(19) 


Total West 


25 


Ul 


Foreign Institutions 
No response ' 


8 


13 


6 


#» 


( • TOTAL . ‘ 


.67 


100 ... . 

1 



Appendix D Tor list bf institutions . : 

**FWcents basedf on the 6l students who specified an institution 

Enrolled for^lriffiir^a*-SU.me Only . Six percent of .the students used. the 
"other, please specify" option to indicate that they had come to -Berkeley for 
a limited time and. did not expect this particular span of attendance to result 
in a degree. Althoughthe reasons specified were similar in some respects to 
those grouped as "job-related" and classified as financial, departure from the 
-campus in these cases did not appear to arise from unforeseen problems. Teachers 
who had come to Berkeley for a sabbatical year or to enroll, for the summer quar- 
ter only were included in this category. 

Unrest at Berkeley . Fewer than 2 $ of the students indicated a reason 
for leaving which was coded into this category, although it is probable that 
there were others for whom this was a factor. Generally, these students indicated 
dissatisfaction with the overall atmosphere at Berkeley; however, for at least \ 
one of them, criticism seems to have been directed at the department rather than 
at the campus as a whole* . > "v r > " v-. 
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IV. REASONS FOR LEAVING CHOSEN BY PARTICULAR 
TYPES OF STUDENTS 



In analyzing reasons for leaving Berkeley,- it seems that particular 
student characteristics are som'etimes related to the reasons cited as 
influential. Tables 5 through 9 present the students' reasons for leaving 
in terms of five characteristics: the student's sex, next degree objective 

and progress toward that degree, general field of study, academic standing 
as measured by grade-point average, and home locality and legal residence. 
Reasonable care must be taken in drawing conclusions from the tables because -\ 
very few students are included An some of the categories! however, as noted • 
in Section II, the responses generally seem reasonable. 

« Analysis on the basis of such characteristics could be carried on 

almost indefinitely by making progressively finer and finer divisions of 
the student population; but such a level of detail is not the intent of the , 
present study, nor would it be meaningful, given the size of the study 
population. More detailed analysis often can be useful, howejyer, in suggest- 
ing relationships which merit further attention. , In an attempt to point out 
some potentially interesting areas, the remainder of this section explores 
one reason for leaving which may be program related: • the frequency with which 
students cite "lacked funds to continue." 




Overall', one-fourth of the students who gave reasons for leaving cited 
this factor, but as Tables 5 through 9 show, this .is not always the case for 
particular categories of students., "Lacked funds" was cited by fewer -women 
than men, by fewer beginning doctoral students than students at other degree 
levels; by fewer students in the biological sciences; by fewer students with 
grade-point averages of 3.500 and over; and by fewer U.S. than foreign students 

Since the frequency with which foreign students cited "lacked funds" 
was considerably greater than among U.S. students, U3S& compared to 23% y one 
approach to an analysis would be to' see whether this difference is produced 
by any particular category .of foreign student . Although the number of foreign 
students is small , data such as those shown in Table 10, where foreign and 
non-foreign students are compared in terms of a variety of characteristics, 
suggest that this difference occurs within most categories of stu dents. 
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although the degree of differences varies, . It would seem that foreign 
students as a group are particularly likely to leave Berkeley due to lack of *'■ 
funds- • •'!.'* •' . . ■ ' . ' ; 

Taking a different approach and combining all students working Tor a 
certificate or a masters into one group and the three levels of doctoral M r- 
.'students into another, the data shown in Table 11 suggest that, the latter are 
slightly less likely to cite "lacked funds," 26 % compared to 2u%. Comparing 
these students in terms of both sex and degree objective, it appears that if y 
is women doctoral students who are least; likely to cite "lacked funds." 

On the basis of data presented in Tables 8A and 8B,‘ one would say that 
students with|high grade-point averages--3.'500 ‘and ever — are 'less likely to' 
cite "lacked funds" J.han are students with averages of IS . 499 to 3.000 or those 
below 3, 000. The data shown in Table 11 indicate, however, that this relation- 
ship’ holds only among certificate and master's students, for the- small number of 
doctoral students with averages of less than 3..000 appear unlikely to cite this 
factor. One certainly eannet infer from this that doctoral students with 
averages below 3.000 have no financial problejj\|^ but only that these problems, 
if they exist, are not the factors which infiueitoe ;uch students to leave 
Berkeley. Further investigation reveals ,/thi^t while only on« of the 13 doctoral 
students who had a grade-point average below 3.000 cited "lacked funds," 6 of 
the 13. cited "dissatisfaction with the program" as a reason for leaving. 

If one focuses on the most advanced students— ^doctoral. students who have 
been advanced to candidacy--and groups these students into only two grade-point 
categories — above and below 3 .500~one finds that the students with averages 
above were considerably less likely to cite "lacked fu rids "than were the others 
A further division of this group by sex shows that .this relationship pertains 
only t.o the men students. Seven men of the 50 with averages 3.500 and over 
cited "lacked funds" compared with 5 of the 8 men with averages below 3.500; 
while amopg women students at this degree level, 3 of the; 12- with averages of- 
3.500 and Over and i of the 6 with averages below 3 500 cited this factor. 

These comparisons are included here for illustrative purposes only, for 
no explanation can be readily advanced for the relationships on the basis of 
the material included in the present study. In order to understand such, 
relationships and some of the others indi?at£d in this study, 
gat ion with a considerably larger data base would be necessar 
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Table 5 



■4 



NUMBER AND PERCENT OF MEN AND WOMEN STUDENTS 
I WHO. CITED EACH REASON FOR LEAVING , 



Reason for Leaving* 


Number’ 


-,-r\ - 

of Students . 


Percent 


of Student s*** 












* 




Men 


Women 


Total 


Men — * 


Women 


Total 


FINANCIAL FACTORS: / 




» • . ■ ■ . 








■ ’ 


Lacked funds to continuer 


71 


35 


106 


■ 26 


2 l* 


25 


Sought full-time employment 


9 k 


1*3 


137 ' 


31 * 


30 


33 • 


Job-related reasons** \ 


O 

H 


7 


17 


A 4 


5; 


1* 


. Miscellaneous financial reasons**' 


2 


1* 


6 

’ t 


1 


3 


. 1 


ACADEMIC FACTORS: Y 








■ *• 




• ' • 


.Dissatisfaction with program 


48 


23 


71 


17 


16 


/ +7' y 


Terminated by department** , V ‘ 




1 


' Y.5; 


1 


1 ■ 


• % ’ "t 

X 


Miscellaneous academic reasons** 


9 


8 


- -17 


. 3 . ■" 


6 


f 4 


.PERSONAL FACTORS : 






1 








Needed break from studies** 


6 


• 1 * 


■ 10 


.. V:2 


3 


2. 


Voluntary military service 


•16 




16 


6 


— 


4 ■ 


Involuntary military service 


-18 


1 


19 


7 


1 


.5 


“Expected to be drafted 


47 


- 


1*7 


17 




11 


Personal illness 


9 < 
- 1 


/ 3 


12 


: 3 


2 


\ 3 ' 


\ lllnefes of another person" 


1 


2 


T ~ 


. I 4 ' 


V t 


Marriage. 


' 19 


15 


3l*J 


.7* 


: *10 


8 


Pregnancy or birth 


5 


7 


12 


' 2' 


5 


3 


Miscellaneous personal reasons** 
UNCLASSIFIED FACTORS: ' ' 


io 


12 


22 


1 * 


8 


5 


Continued in non-registered status 


115 


57 


172 


1*2 


1 * 0 , 


; l»i 


Studies completed, no degree yet** 


11 


2 


13 


1 * 


1 


3. 


Enrolled at another institution 


52 


15 


67 


19 


10 


16 


Enrolled for limited time only** 


13 


i4 


27 


5 


10 


6 


Unrest at Berkeley** ’ f 


4i 


' 2 


6 


■SYy i; ;■ 


.1 


’■ a 

1 


TOT^L NUMBER OF RESPONSES : " 


56h 


251 * 


8 l 8 ’ 








TOTAI^v NUMBER OP STUDENTS 


f 275. ' 


ii*i* 


1*19 


275 


_ lUU 


419 



* For exact wording of questionnaire, see Appendix A. . 

**Responses entered on the questionnaire under "other, please specify" were 
grouped into these nine categories for purposes of an aly sis . 

**^A 11 percentages are based on the total number of students rather _than on. 

• j the number of responses. ; c? -'J 7 ' 

tLess than 0 . 55? 
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*Table 6 a 



HUMBER- OF STUD/ENTS AT EACH DEGREE LEVE 
- WHO CITED EACH REASON FOR 



''l 



LEAVING 



0 Refison for Leaving* 


rr— 

V 






Advanced Doctoral 


y ^ 


r 




i * • 


Not 


.Already 




'■ 4 .• - ■' . 


1 Certi- 




Begin 


Adv 4 . • to 


Adv. ,to 


1 >< -k Kb 


$ ; 4 •• ’ | 


ficate 


Masters 


Poet . 


Cand . ' 


Cand * 




FINANCIAL FACTORS: 






• •••' - i 

: •' ' i . 






— t — • — rr 


Lacked funds to continue . * 


7' 1 


53 


t ■ 

|3_ 


27. 


16 


. 106 ° 


Sought full-time employment 


• 10 


•- 62 


' t 


32 


26 


137 - 


Job-related reasons** 




9 




7 


' 1 . 


17 


Miscellaneous financial Reasons** 




, 


. t ’ 


' 2 




. 6 


ACADEMIC FACTORS: 






t 

' • . i 








Dissatisfaction wixh program 


•5 


: 37 


'■ i' ■; 


• 19 


U 


71 


Terminated by department** 




3 • • 


• • ~i . 


. 2 


_ 


r . 5> 


Miscellaneous academic reasons*.* 
PERSONAL FACTORS: - 


... i» 


6 


i *.i •. 


It 


1 

3 


Z 


Needed break from studies** 


_ 


8 


j. \ 


. *• 2 




■ .10 


Voluntary military service 


■ _ 


lh 


\ . 1 

• 1 ] 


1 




if . 


* Involuntary military service 


1 


lk 


: 3 r/; 


t / 


- • : ' t 


19 


Expected to be drafted' 


•1 


36 


T-j:.. 




1 * 


•- >7 


Personal illness 


. - . 


6 


■ . 1 

2 y 


X 1 . * 




:2 


‘Illness of another person, 


- 


l . 




v 


Mi ,♦ 


2 


Marriage 


. 3 


16 


Z3> 


^ ■ ■ 

9 


3 


3U 


Pregnancy or birth \ - 


1 


Jk 




- 3 


k . 


12 


Miscellaneous personal reasons** 


it 


/9 


- 


6 ‘ 


, 3 : 


22 - 


UN CLASSIFIED FACTORS: ' 














Continued in fion-register ed status 


Z 


52 


" : ,3 


50 


... 60 


172 


Studies completed^, no degi-ee yet** 


/- 


2 




; - 


11 


13 


Enrolled at another institutioiy/ 


*: 3 ' 


k2 


/ 7 . ' 


12 


'. 3 


. , 67 


. .Enrolled for limited, time only** 


10 : 


21 


- 1 ' ' 


5 ' 




; 27 


Unrest at Berkeley** 


- 


; 2 ■ 


1 . 


3*' 


y - * 


6 


TOTAL NUMBER OF RESPONSES ■ " 


■ 1*7 c 


hoi 


;• uk 


191 - 


135 


818 


TOTAL" NUMBER OF STUDENTS , ' V: 


25 


199 


21 


97 


77 


lil 9 • 



*For exact/wording .of questionnaire, see Appendix A. N ; ’ 

**Responses entered on the questionnaire under "other, please specify" were 
grouped into these nine' categories for purposes of analysis. 
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Table Oh. F:’ ; 








. V*: : 


’ • •; , 


... PERMIT OF STUD* 


CUTS AT HACK DEOR 


VU x 'tXs\tvi. 

‘ fvr.* • *-#£t ' 




i ■’ 


, V - V ■ ■ . 




y ./ WHO CITED EACH REASON ' 


FOR LKAY 


1 ?j,j n ft * 






* 


i . 


r 


. r 1 


(Separable ’ 6 a for. Numbes 


of Students Citing Each Reason 


I.-’’’- ' 

r. 




i * . 


• K;'; 






,-i . . 




Advanced ' Doc ’ oral 






; * 


./Reason, for Leaving* 


* 






Not 


Already 






.. . ■• ' ' ■ 1 " ' ■' 


y^ 


Certi- 




Begin 


Adv. to 


Adv. to 






f ** y 


X ■■■'■■*■■ ■■ * 


ffie ate 


Masters 


Poet. 


: Cahd. 


Csr.d . 






k ■ ' 7 ; ' , . ■ ' 1 


FINANCIAL FACTORS s *' 






f 












Lacked funds to continue ' 


28 


■I' 21 


. ■ ‘ifc : 


. 28 ;; 


;. 2 i. y: 


>v % • * 






Sought, full- time employment 


hO 


; , il ' 


.. .33 : 






ns 




[ •' ; '■ ^ ' 


^ • . i.^i , 

Job-reiilied reasons* . ..* 


•— 


* • • * K ‘ x ■ 

. • r 


• i* - 


1 


Vj . 


»«i 


' ... . i'.. . "* #*■ ■ . 


I- -v : . ■ ■■■ 


: Miscellaneous financial reasons* 1 ' 


- 


'V 




v ; . 


• ' 


V •’ V 


• V • . .■ 


1 y:-. 


ACADEMIC FACTORS • ’ : 










> 








Dissatisfact ion with prograiu 


*20 

t 


% 


“,*u 


;-f 0 * 


. X 5 


’■.IT 


... ■ ' ••;••• ' VM 




Terminated by department** 




2 

t ; ♦ . 




.* 




»< 


'V- 




Miscel lane otis academic reasons** 


>6 


v .3 ' 


I • 


< / • V u 


h ■ 


■ 




1 . * 


'personal FACTORS: . : 


* 


. -1 


1 








■■■'' 'VV ■ ’ , •: . ■ 




Needed , br'^ak from stud i <*s* * ■ " 


■ - 


h 




. ir 




r : 




|\ ; - 


... v 1 * * . . 

Voluntary mi 1 i tary service 


- ■ 


i 


’ <r ■ 


i ' 




♦. j.. ■ ■ 




1 ’ 


Involuntary military service 


' h\ . 


7 ■ 


. . ' iyi ;‘- 


: . " I' 




V \f . 


y.y-Vyy & £ 


1 ,v.'\ 


Expected to be drafted ■> 


- y^ 


•18 


,y 3‘3 ■ ’ ' 


Vo* : 

!• 


1 


1 .i 




H 


Personal illness 


■ - ■■■ 


y, 3 .' 


10 


. y ii" ■ 


, tr: 


‘S' 




■ ' . ’ 


lllrtess pf anotlrer person 


■ 1 - 


1 


5 


. - 


■ : * <» 


J 


r ■V;V' v',V:- 




; Marriagid ■’> . ■ 


:‘j 12 


8 




9 


h - 


s 


. ■•". ■' 


HV r 


-Pregnancy or birth v. -V 


k 


2 


- 


. * .3. / 


■ y 5 ' 


‘■ftL 




I v: 


.Miscellaneous personal reasons** 


,16 


■ •: 


/ i* ; 


■ 6 ,y 


u 


■' r -'. 


" ! ; y.y'v ; * • 




UNCLASSIFIED FACTORS f ^ ■ 






i ^ * 


iv 


- > . , 




. ■ : . ' ■ 4 ■ . ■ y. ■ 


■ vl. . ^ iv i ' ^ 


'■-.. Continued in non-registered status 


28 


26 


j IV 


"■'■52"’. 


78 


Ki 


• V y. ,F ' jV 






-^"Studies completed, no degree yet** 






i - 


^ _ l 


Ih • 




■ ' . . ■ ■ ' 






Enrolled at another institution 


’ 12 


*21 


. . 33 


V 12 ■ 


•: • -1... ' 


lo 


.-V ';.-y • 




ft\<. ■■ • • ' • • • • 

*■■■■ ifrB'.V'; - •• 


Enrolled for limited time only** 


y u 


11 


» * 
i ; 


: v 




■ 6 


; .^vf.; * ,• , V; 




y • 

f. ; v&'V. ' ; 


■ Unrest .at Berkeley** ‘ 


- ■' 


' 'l/'-yl 


V| 5 y : ' 


•■"y3’; 1- 


1 / .* 


■* .* ■> : 

■ .Jl_: y 

y 


* . 




1 < • • . . 


TdTAL' NUllUER OF STUDENTS • ' / 


25 : 


199 • ‘ 


• *r I 


e’ . 

97- y 




2*19 








Wi*. 



‘O : 

ERIC 

i ICTi 2 

:•; ; ;• 1 y" 
L^iVri^’^iv • ' •' ' ■■ 



#For -exact wording' of questionnaire , see Appendix A., _ 

^Responses .entered on the . questionnaire under "other , please specify" were 
grouped- ,'ihto'these nine categories for' purposes of malysis. 

percentages are Based pn the total nunrbet of students rather than or. 
the number of responses. . ■■ 

tLess than 0.5/5 ... . v..; yy .-yy •• 













\ 
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• Table ?A‘ ; 

number or .studests irsAar. heul&‘ "sti* 
<• .who cited each: reason fob iiAVist; 



: . '^Reason "-for Leaving* ' ’ 


;Agr ♦ 
& 


« 


f • 

Bio. 


o 


Lang/ 

A 


Thy a. 






4 




:-.v - ? 
■'; - . 1 


:• \ ■; • ' 


For* 


Arts 


Self 


Er.gr. 


Lit... 


dc ;.x 


I'yoi's. 


Sri"': 


* ;• 


1 

•. 1 


FIHAIiCIAL FACTORS 












■"'• '* ' 




* 








Lacked fuhds~£© continue 


3 


, 3 


■ 

' *» * - 


iS ‘ 


' $i. 


” ip 




i"«i 

1 f 


] ? 


. r - > 


'■ V ? 

'y ^ 


Sought full-iicie employment . 


1 


5 


•V5- 








-Vj 


i 


1 . . 1 « 




< ->v i 


Job-related reasons** 


1 ' 


I 




0 ’ 


-*£!'. 


'**■ 




! *1 


•<?' 


* 


j 


Miscellaneous financial dheWaciws*? 


\“ 


..*< ■ 








r et- ■ | 

it •' 


■ ■*] 


|^- ' 


' T. 

-a 




, "*■ 
* 1, r.v - 1 


ACADEMIC rniTOBE-r ft ' : • . 






- 






!}• 












Dissatisfaction- s&th. progriey- 


-5 


: 


./ I.!' 






? j 






■ it i 

\ « 






' Teraladted by ■/«« par. titan i * 


, v — • 




f ' 


■ w ; g 


in 1 


\ , 




V 


• ‘ ;l 

■ '.** * 


•». ' 


■ft? 1 


• ..Miscellaneous ts.eadem.io •reason^** 




- 


• s'".'- ■ ' 


?- 


s ' j 


\ • • • J 




7". 

i ' 1 


. % 


» 


1 


PERSONAL M&ym'i 






....' ' 




1 


! < 

1 "{' 








• . .1 


• Heeded break, from studies** . ; ■• 


: i \ 


** • 




. if ~ 


J •. ";v ‘ j 


i V 




3 


?■ 


' «* 


. ,.:• | 


- Voluntary mili tary -servlba-- 


'■■t; 






5 * 




j -Vi 








. • "y: \ 


» ’• ^ 
i -;«: | 


'Invo luntary -©.1 lit-ary aery ice. '• 


; 2 . 




i 


'X. 1 

- ;r 




- 




Ai: 


* 


: ’•«" 




' Ekpee fed to '• bo drafted- ' " V : 


/: Vi 2 . 




.. - I; 


■■ ’< ;3-.. 




* ; f:'- 




$ . 


. , >\ 


3 


■‘*"1 ■ j 


Personal ill ness . V- . 


- 




i 




■ j 






Si 




» j 




Illness- of another person* 


. ++> 


- 








v ' - 


• • -r 






1 


I # 


' Marriage. ■ . 




- .?• 


c 

, f . • 


. : S 








» 


1 - ' jX 


V 


! 

d * 'U- 


Pregnancy or birth' . v 


i " - 


- 




1 


• . ■>• 


V; 3 






■ 

■ *»V- . 


* 


. .,t ;>V " j 


Miscellaneous personal treasons** 




; - vi: 




: 3 


; 3, 


3; 




a 


2 




• 1 O’-V ' 

r.. cj. 


UNCLASSIFIED FACTORS t 




mm : ‘i 




i V 












-■'v 


- 


Continued in r.on-registered status 


’ u 


l • 




y 




k'* 


a . S 


>7 


h 'i ' 


■K 

. 5 


^ ' 


Studies completed , no degree yet* * 


’■■■ . 




", ‘ 


* 

L? * 

,’.s* : 




■ ■' • **4 »• 




r’;- 

kV 


i 


1 


’’ l 


Enrolled at another i rist ituiidn 


- 5 


• # 4 

’ ^ ' 


# -'5 ; 


’9 


' ' 


* : ;, t 


3 


■0 

L 


...vS 




6 v. 


- Enrolled for United time only** 

■ ■ Unrest at Berkeley"* v . - 

— - --■ ■ ■ ■ ' ' _ ,r , 






-Vi; 


"... ' -i 






j 




'6 


» • 


'<.*^*1 F 


;;; P 






V l > 


? 

A 






■3 






4 I 


^TOTAL BRIBER OF RESPONSES 


30 


23" 

\ . 


■3.6. 


SO. 


4.*«V 


^S' 




lf *2 


i.O" 




ft TOTAL ' IjUMBER OF STUDENTS 


12 


11 




;-s 


’ "'£r{ 

0 *^'. 


h%: 


it 


*M V 


71* 


%. 


*t-i Vf J 

^'ill'll 1— rfr 



exact wording of questionnaire, .see Appendix A .V^-.'VV'V*-^ . \ : - 

“•Responses entered on' the queaUonnaire. under^ ’'other; plen^e »pe clfy” were V i .' > 



:/? ,! | 

/.V I 



•ivs 



o .. 






ifeil 



r> 






grouped .Into these nine categories for purpose's vof ' analysis;. 



- '0 . ••• 

ft ;v ihE 



» * 






vi - 33 - 



• •te i • —Vi® 

• • . t 






-.OvA j? 
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/; ♦ Table 7B 

PERCENT OF STUDENTS III EACH FIELP v OF' STUM 
WHO CITED EACH REASON F0R> LEAVING*** . v 

* ,, • ■ ' '••• " ■■■• ’T. ' 



(See Table 7A for Number of Students Citing Each Reason) 

: ; ■ 1 " i_ ; > • ■ ■ i ' •• 



Reason for Leaving* 

. V . ‘ 

"• ;••• • • *■ ’ • c 


Agr . 
& 

For . 


■ z 

Arts 


Bio. 

Sci. 


' t 

Engr. 


1 ’ 

Lang 

& 

Lit. 


Pliys 

Sci. 


Profs 


•...vl 

Soc . 
Sci. 


rr~ 

Doub- 

Maj. 


TOT. 


FINANCIAL FACTORS: 

Lacked funds to continue 


25 


27 


lit 


• 29o 


.30.. 


1 

22 


25 


24 


20 


25 


Sought full-time employment 


8 


.2(5' 


2l< 


1.2 


30 


33 


32 


32 


'•60 


33 


: ‘ Job-related reason^* 


8 


9 . 


_ 


11 •■ 


3, 


■ _1 ■« 


' 6 


3 


* ■ i ■ 


: 1( 


, Miscellaneous financial reasons** 


- 


- 9 






O 


1 


% 

X 


-■ 1 


. — 


i. 


ACADEiMiC . FACTORS : • ' 

Dissatisfaction with program 


)»2 


'36 


10 


11 


. j '7 


.1 


•17 


15 


< 

20 


' 

17 


Terminated ^>y depar.tmen' ** 




9 


. 5 




j V 


' ' s _ 


— 


> : — ‘ 


— 


| I! 


Miscellaneous academic reasons* 1 * 

^ ' .•- . , •» ■ ... 




- 


. ie 


*' ' !i 




0 


■ > *4 


3 




( U . 


PERSONAL FACTOR'S : 

v. Needed break f'rprt studies*-* 


[ 

• & 








- ; 3 




2 


•;4. 


Y 


V 1 

. 2. 


. Volu.nta.ry military service 


.8 


- 




7 


.1 


■' - / 
1 


6 


• .4 


,1*' 


h - 


Involuntary military service 


17r 




5 


7 • 


. '1 : 




4 


6 


— , 


5 


Expected to be 'drafted ‘ 


. 17 




.5 


27 ' 


■ 7 ' 


; JiV 


• 9 ; 


. 11 


•?(>. 


11 


Personal, illness 




iV 

9 


5 


• ■'* 


- 


T 




• i 




3 


Illness of arfovher person 


- • 


- 


.. - 


<7 


I' 






_ 




1* 


Marriage , ' 


' 8 


18 


5 


. 1- 


13, 


y 


7 - *’ 


7 


- 


8 


, Pregnancy or birth 


*T- 


f 




2 


' I4 


■>.. 7 


2 


3 


- 


3 


Miscellaneous^oMtATaX _ 7easons** 


if 


9 




7 


l( 


7 


6 


3 


- 


' 5 


UNCLASSIFIED FACTORS; ' . ' 

Continued in non-registerpd status 


33 




1(8 


.20 


- 36 


38 


' 4l 


61 


- 60 


1*1 


^ ^Studies completed ; no degree yet** 




- 


14 


’ 1 . 


■ 


11 . 


i. 


i' 


20: 


3 


•Enrolled at another institution 


2i 2 




■2h 


-20 


30 


. lo 


9 


11 




16 


'Enrolled for limited time only** 


■- 


- 


' .5 


2 


''9 


; 2 


*9 


8 


_ 


'6 


llnrest at Berkeley** 


17 


-* 


• 


2 


■1 


- 


■ 1 






1 


TOTAL HUMBER OF STUDENTS 

1 _ _ . ‘ - / 


12 


11 


21 


» 245 


69 


Y> 


140 


71 


>5 


419 



*)For e‘xact wording of qtiestioiinaire, see Appendix, A. “ . 

; "“Responses entered on^the questionnaire under "other , please specify" were 
grouped into these*’ nine categories for purposes of analysis. ' . 

•**5 All percentages are based on the total number of students rather .than on the. 
. number of_ Responses. 



Hess' than 



0 * 5 % 
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’ Table 8 A 

NUMBER OF STUDENTS IN SELECTED GRADE-POINT AVERAGE GROUPINGS 
WHO CITED EACH REASON -FOR LEAVING. 

• . • * . r ' • 





Last Reported Grade-Point Average 


t> < 


— . Reason for Leaving* v 

V • \ ■■ ■ ' : . , : -i ■ 


3.500 * 
and. over 


.3.000- 

3.1*99 


Under 

3.000 


\ ■•'•Not 
\ Avail, 


TOTAL 


FINANCIAL FACTORS: 


• 


r 1 








Lacked fluids to .cemt inue 

> . i ■ ■ r V . 


1*9 . 


39 


15 


: 3 


106 


Sought full-time employment . \\ 


68 


1*2 


, 2h ’ 


.. 3 


137 . 


*Job-related reasons** - - 


5. 


6 


' 6 


- — 


17 


' Miscellaneous- financial reasons** • 


. • 


2 


\ . 

1 




. 6 


ACADEMIC FACTORS.: ' ' . : "t 


’ « 






' « ; 


Dissatisfactioh* with program • 


25 ;• 


29 


16 


1 


. 71 • 


Terminated by department** • 


•/: .3 


'2 . 


r 


■# - 


5 . 


Miscellaneous academic reasons** 


• 9 ' 


6* ;• 


o 


% 

» 


17* 


PERSOJJAL FACTORS: , ;.m . 






; ..... 






Needed break from studies** 


3 


6 • 


• • 

X . 


— 


10 


Voluntary military service j-- 


* U . 


9 


3 . 




16 


• "Involuntary ‘military service j 


V' 


8 

4 


1* 


- , J - 


19 


Expected to be drafted* 


16 


■2k 


.7 


•# • % 


1*7 


Personal "illness* ; ; 


k 


. 3 


• 5 


O . 


■ 12 


Illness of another .person 


1 


< 


1 




2 


Marriage ' 


. ll . ; 


18 ‘ . 


5 


■ - 


3k 


Pregnancy or birtl^ 


9 


2 . 


. V 1 


- 


12 


Miscellaneous personal reasons** 


13 V 


. k 


5 


, - 


22 . 


UNCLASSIFIED FACTORS: 

Continued in non-registered status 


102 


52 


.17 


* 1 


172 


Studies completed, no degree yet** 


10 


1 


l 


. 1 


; 13 


EnrolleCKat another institution 


• 38 


22 


6 


. 1 


67 


Enrolled for limited time only**' 


15 


- 8 ' 


2 


2 


27- . 


' Unrest at Berkeley**. . 

^ ‘ ' .1 
• f 


‘ 2 

• 


3 


1 


' - 


6 .: 


TOTAL NUMBER OF RESPONSES • i 


398 


\-286 


122 


12 


8l8 . 


TOTAL NUMBER OF STUDENTS : \ ! 

' i ■’ ‘ i-. ' 1 \ 


223 


. i .3 6 __ 


’ 51 


9 


’ 1*19 



« \ ■ ; ... 

*For exact wording of questionnaire, see Appendix A. 

**Responses entered on the questionnaire under Mother, please specify 1 ' were 
grouped into these nine categories for pur poses of analysis, \ V 
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■ Table 8 b 




PERCENT OF STUDENTS IN . SELECTED GRADE-POINT AVERAGE GROUPINGS 
WHO CITED EACH- REASON FOR LEAVING*** 



(See Table 8 a for Number of Students Citing Each Reason) 



’ # 

Reason for .Leaving* 

■ . , . . p . '% 


' ; . . . :/ 


•» r 

Last Reported Grade-Point Average 


r 

TOTAL 


3.5CJO 
and over 


3.000- 

3-499 


Under 
3.000 ' 


No.t 

Avail. 


FINANCIAL FACTORS : 














Lacked. funds to continue 


;■ . • 


22 




. ?9 


■'33 ' 


25 


Sought full-time employment 


30 


•: 31 


47, 


33 


33 


Job-relut ed reasons** 




2 


" ' 4 


• 12 




4. 


Miscellaneous financial reasons** 


2 


; ; '• 7 . ' 




- - 


1 


ACADEMIC FACTORS:. 














Dissatisfaction with program 


yll 


' 21 


3.:' 


ll’.- 


17 


Terminated by department** 


v l,.' 


1 


- 


- 


. 1 


Miscellaneous academic reasorts** 


4: 


V 


4 


- _ 


4 


PERSONAL FACTORS;’ \ v 




" " 


•• '. , . . ! 


! 






Needed : break from studies** 1 


y 

l 


4 


2 • 


■ * - . 


2 j 


•Voluntary military service 


2 


7. 


... - 6‘ ’ 


- 


4 


Involuntary military ‘service 


3 


■ 6 


• ' 8 


• : 


i ' 5 


. Expected to be drafted 


0 


'. 7 


18 


•14 


- 


11 


Personal* illness 1 i 


• 


■2 


3 ’ O 


10 




f 

3 


Illness of another person 




: t 


’ - 


2 


- 


... + ; 


Marriage 


! 


5. 


13 . 


• 10 




« 8 


Pregnancy .or birth 


! . 


4 • 


i 


2 ' 


_ * 


3 


. Miscellaneous personal reasons** 


6 


3 


10 


* 


5 


UNCLASSIFIED FACTORS: 








• , 




*' ' 


Continued in non-registered status 


46 


38 


33 


.'•■11 


. Ul 


Studies completed, no. degree yet** 


' 4 


1 


2 


LL 


3 


^ Enrolled at another ’ institution 


17 


16 


J.2 , 


11 


16 


Enrolled for limited time 


only** • 


7 


6 : ? 


■4 


22 


6 


Unrest j at Berkeley** 


9 


1 . . 


2 'I 


2 


- ' 


‘ ‘ 1 


(•TOTAL NUMBER OF STUDENTS 




223 


136 ,1' 


‘ 51 


9 . 


4 19 



*For exact wording of questionnaire, see Appendix A. 

**Responses entered on the questionnaire under "other, please specify" were 
grouped into these nine categories for purposes of analysis. _ /•. 

***A11 percentages are’based on the total number of students rather .than on 
the number' of responses. 
tLess than 0.5# 
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1 | Table 9A . ~V\ 

• „ ; ' NUMBER OF STUDENTS BY HOME LOCALITY AND RE3/DENT STATUS 

WHO CiTEDj EACH REASON * FOR LE^Vl^G 





Permanent 


•Home at Time of. Admission 




«... . • j I 


...■■ United States 




, 


Reason for Leaving* / 

/'“V'V ' • . 


Calif. '/ 


Out-of-state 




Foreign 




• ' / ' 

. - r 


Res. 


Non-r. 


■Res . 


Non-r. 


Total 


Country 


TOTAL 


FINANCIAL FACTORS: « .’ / 




• / • . ■ 








. i . 

j 

; 




•Lacked funds .to .continue / 


. ' 50/ 


. 3 ' 


21 


11 


’. 85 


'21 


106 


Sought full-time -employrn/nb 


:n 


■. 2 


,29 


■ 20 


122.: . 


i 15 : : 


137 


Job-related reasons** / '' 

. " . * • . / . . -■ 

Miscellaneous^financidl' reasons 


;/ll' 


1 


: It 


' .1 


17 


]■■ _ 


' 17 




* V\ 
-'-*1 


] 


- 


5 ; 


j 1 


'6 


ACADEMIC FACTORS': 


V ■ 








1 


I ■ ; ■ . 




■ Dissatisfaction with program 


M* 


L ■ 


•’ 12 . 


10 


St 




Ti 


TerminateQj_>by department** . 


it 


r. : \ 


* 




' j.5 


1 i. 


5 


Miscellaneous academic reasons** 


. .. Ll 


- 




... 


15 


j .• • 

1 1 2 


17 


PERSONAL FACTORS: ^ ■ 






1 

. ! 


1* 


. y ■ 


i i 


0 


. Needled break from stud i os** 


6 


- 


. V! 


I • . 


TO 


t.4 . 


10 


Voluntary military service 


10 


- 


j 

•T" • 4 


1 6 


il6 

I , 


[ - ■ 


16 


Involuntary. military service 


\) 


• 


• i- 


• B 


|18 


j • j. 


19 ! 


Expected to be drafted 


.2.0 




l ? 

t 1 


22: 

1 


• i it S 


i . 2 


1*7 


Personal illness * * . 


5 


- ‘ 


1 ! 
.2 


\ 

4 . 


' In ' 


i . 1 


12 * 


• Illness of another person 


■ - ' j 


1 


- 


c 


1 2 


1 — . 


. 2 


Marriage 


2? 


- . 


3 


• 7 


• 1 3 2 , 


i .2 


' 31* 


Pregnancy 05 birth 


8 ; 


- . 


2 


1 


in 


1 1 . 


• 12 


Miscellaneous persdnaij. l'easons** 


r 12 


- 


3 


It 


i 19 


1 3 


22 


UNCLASSIFIED . FACTORS : 










i 






Continued in hon-registered status 


102 


2 


3.5 


11 


150 


: 22 


" 172. 


Studies, completed, no degree yet** 


6 


’ 1 


k 


1 


12 


■fc l.. 

■ ! * 1 


' 13 


Enrolled at another institution 


Ul 


1 


V 5 


9 


56 . 


: 11 


: ' 67 ' 


. Eni'olled for limited time only** 


’ 13 


2 


O 


3 


21 


\ 6 • 


>7 


Unrest at Berkeley** 


It 


- 


- 


2 


6 




•16 


TOTAL NUMBER OF RESPONSES 


452 


lit 


135 


• ; 12 it 


725. 


193 


818 


TOTAL NUMBER OF STUDENTS 


238 


10 


6k 


'58 


370; 


\k9 


U 19 



*For exact wording of questionnaire, see Appendix A. • 

**Responses entered on the questionnaire under "other , please specify" were . 
grouped into these nine categories for . purposes of analysis. 
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Table 9B 

PERCENT OF STUDENTS BY HOME LOCALITY .AND RESIDENT .STATUS 
WHO CITED EACH REASON FOR LEAVING*** 

(See Table 9A for Number of Students Citing Each Reason) 





Permanent* Home at Time 


of Admission 




Reason for Leaving* 


United States 






' Calif. : 


Out -of 


’-state 




Foreign 

Country 






Res". 


Non-r 4 . 


Res'. 


Nou-r . 


Total 


TOTAL' 


'FINANCIAL FACTORS: 




V* . ■ 












Lacked funds to continue 


, 21 


80 


33 


. 19 


23 


43 


25 


S.ought full-time employment 


'30 


20 


** 5 " 


34 - 


33 


31 


;• 33 


Job-related reasons** 


5 


1C'' 


6 


? 


5 • 


. *i-' * 


4 


Miscellaneous financial reasons** 




10 


" O 




. 1 


2 


1. 


ACADEMIC FACTORS : 


■ 














Dissatisfaction with program 


1-8 


IQ’ 


19 


\ . 17 


18 


• v 8. ' 


v 17 


Terminated by department** 


2 




2 


• 


1 


- 


1 


Miscellaneous academic ■reasons** 


5 


■. - 


:« 4 j 


f , * 


i| 


4 


4 


PERSONAL FACTORS: ^ \ . 








1 . ••• ' ; 


• r 


> ■■ . 




Needed 'break from studies*,* 


3 




■ 3 


'3 


3 


- 


2 


Voluntary military service! \ 


‘ 4 




; - ■ 


10 


k 


- ■ 


17 


Involuntary' military serviqe \ 
Expected to be drafted \ 4 


h 




2 


i4 


5 


2 . 


5 


8 




.5. 


.38 


• .12 


' 4 


11 


Personal illness 


2 


7 . ... 


3 


T 


3 


2 


3 


Illness of another person • 


- 




- 


3 


1 


- 


t 


Marriage 


9 




5 


12 


9 


. 4 


.. 8 


Pregnancy or birth 


3 


- 


• .3 


2 ’ 


3 


\ 2 


3 


Miscellaneous personal reasons** 


5 


- 


‘ 5 


7 


5 


' 6 


5 


UNCLASSIFIED FACTORS:. 












1 




Continued in non-registered status 


43 


20 


55 


19 


•' 41 


: 45 . 


4l • 


, Studies completed, no degree yet** 


3- 


10. 


6 


. 2 


3 


; 2 


3 


Enrolled at another institution 


17 


10 


8 


16 


15 


22*“ 


16 


Enrolled for limited time only** 


5 


20 


5 


5 


6 


12 


6 


Unrest at~ Berkeley** 7 ■ 


7 2 




: 


3 4 


-2 


1 . - 


l 


•' TOTAL NUMBER OF STUDENTS 


238 


10 . 


4 ' 64 


58 


370 


49 


419 



*For exact wording of questionnaire, see Appendix A. • 

**Responses entered on the questionnaire under "othVr, please specify" were 
grouped into these nine categories for purposes of analysis 

***A11 percentages .are based oh the total number of students rather than on 
the number of responses. ' 4 

• tLess than 0.5% 



■ s\ y 
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Table 10 

NUMBER OF FOREIGN AND NON-FOREIGN STUDENTS WHO CITED 
"LACKED FUNDS TO CONTINUE," BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS 



: - ‘ : . \ 


Foreign 


Non-Foreign . 


All Students 


: . 1'- 


Total 
No . of 
Students 


Number 

Citing 

"Lacked 

Funds" 


Total 
No . of 
Students 


Number 
Citing 
"Lacked 
• Funds" 


Total 
No / of 
Students 


Number 

Citing 

"Lacked 

.Funds" 


By sex: - 


• 












Men 


JiO 


17 ■ 


&35 




275 


. 71 


■ *. Women 


9 


H 


.■•133 


• \$t . • 


ikh 


35 . 


By degree level: 


•* 












Certificate 


- — 


.» ■ 


2:-. - ' 


. . f •• 


25 ' 


7 


Masters . 

j - 


20 


9 


179 • 


j, i. . 

! ' ■* ' 


199 


53 


Beginning doctoral 
Advanc ed doctoral , not 


3 


1 


18 . 


i 2 


21 


. : 3 

* 


advanced to candidacy 
Advanced doctoral, already 


17 


9 


80 


"• UV 


’ 97 " 


27 

. - ! 


advancedv to candidacy 


9 


2 


68 


1V ' 


77 ‘ 


16 ;| ! 


By general field of study: 






•V. ; 






• /•■ ; 


Agriculture & Forestry 


'2 


1 


10 . 


0 

c. 


12 


' 3 ' ' 


Arts 


- 


. - 


.11 


'■v 


11 


3 


Biologic ed Sciences 


3 


2 . 


•18| . 


1 


21 


3 


.Engineering 

Languages. ^.Literature 


10 


6 


’ 35> 


• * 7 


U5 


• 13 ■ 


7 . 


2 


. 62 


19 


69 


21 


Physical Sciences 


9 


3 


36 


. 7 


li5 , 


10 


• Professions 


• 9 


1: 


131 


31 


1L0 


35' 


Social Sciences 


9 


• 3 


62 


Hi 


71 


17'. , 


Double Majors 


, - 


- 


• 5 


1. . 


5 


1 


By grade-point average:* 






' it 








3. 500 or over 


33 


. lU 


190 


• 35 


223 


U9 


■ 3.000 to 3. 99 


.11 


7' 


125 


32 


136 


* 39 


.Under 3.000 


.1* 


— 


,1»7 


15 


51 


15 


All students 


1*9 • 


2! 


370 

i 


85 


U19 


S'* 

166 



*Data oh grade-point average exclude "9 students ‘ ( 1 foreign, 8 non-foreign) 
’ for whom averages were not available. 
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’Table 11 



TOTAL NUMBER OF STUDENTS, AND NUMBER WHO CITED "LACKED FUNDS TO CONTINUE, 
• BY SEX, DEGREE LEVEL, AND' GRADE-POINT AVERAGE* ^ 







Grade-Poi; 


vt Average V;:/: 










3. 500: and Over 


3.499 to 3.000 


Under 


3.000 






Sex and 
Degree Level 


Total 


Number 


Total 


Number 


Total 


Number 


Total 


Number 


No. of* 


Citing 


No. of 


Citing 


No. of 


Citing 


No. of 


Citing 




Stu- 


"Lacked 


Stu- 


"Lacked 


Stu- 


"Lacked 


'Stu- 


"Lacked 




dents 


Funds" 


dents 


Funds" 


dents 


Funds" 


dents 


Funds" 


. Men: ... - - / • ' 




■ • 




• 










Certificate | 


3 




1 


/ 1 


1 


'• 1 


5 


2 


Masters . .!., 


U3 


9 


53 


15 


. 22 


7 


118 


31 


Sub-rtotal 


k6 


9 


w 


. T5: 


. 23 


8, 


123 


33 


Beginning Doctoral 


7 


2 


7 6 




*4 




; 17 


2 


. Advanced doctoral, not 
















advanced to candidacy 


1*9 


16 


• 17 


V' v .5 


77:4/ 


... J; . , 


70 


22 


Advanced ; doctoral , 


- • • 










;■ 7 .• • 






advanced to candidacy 


50- 


7 


7 


5 


• 1 : 


■_ — '. 


58 


12 


Sub-total 


To5 


25. 


30 


10 


9 


T 


lit? 


35 


Total 

• ' ’ i . * \ . : : ’ - . 


152 


347 


84 


26 


3./' 


• 9 


268 


69 


Women : . : 


.... ^ 










7 7 .7:7 '■ 






Certificate- \ 


/> 5 : 


i 


./ ii 


= 3 


. 3 ■■ 


1 


19 


/■ 5 


Masters I 


35 


. 8 


30 


• 7 


;'/. .12 


1 ^ \ 


77 


/20 


Sub-total .! ■ 


1*0 


9 


la 


10 


15 




9? 


\25 


Beginning doctoral 
Advanced doctoral, not 


• 2 


1 


- 


- 


1 


- 


3 


1 


advanced to candidacy 


: » it 


2 


7 


• '*2 


7.1; 


_ 


' 25 


.4’ 


Advanced doctoral, 




/ 




. . | • 


’. ’J ■ 








advanced tp candidacy 


SL2 ‘ 


7 3 


4 


1 


...... 2 




18 


4/ 


Sub-total : . 


. 31 


7 ~5 ■ 


■ 11 


3/ 


T 


- 


■ J5 


9 


Tot-al^ 


71 . 


15 


52 


13 


19 


6 


142 , 

/ 1 


> 34 


All Students:- > 














.■ . * 




Certificate 


8 


1 - 


12 


• .4' 


4 


2 


1724/ 


7 


Masters 


■78 


.17 


83 


. 22 


34 


12 


195 


:5l 


Sub-Total 


/ 55 


18 


95" 


25 


: 38 




219 


'5? 


Beginning doctoral 


9 


3 


6 


- ; 


5 


\ 


20 


3 


- Advan'ced doctoral, not 


f 

/ 










A 






advanced to candidacy 


66 


18 


. 24 v 


7 


5 


1 


; 95 


7 26 


Advanced' doctoral , 








• • 










. advanced to candidacy 
Sub-Total 


62 


10 


11 


• 6' 


3 


_ • 


76 


16 


■ 137 


31 . 


: l*i 


13 


-13 


“T 


. 191 


• Total , / - __ 


- .223- 


-*-.49 __ 


136 


39 


51 


15 


4ip 


103 




-40- 



M 
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V. STUDENTS WHO LEFT WITH AW ACADEf-lIC. MASTERS" 






• to this points,. the analysis has. focused on students who -left 

Berkeley without earning a graduate degree at the time they left and who 
gave reasons for leaving. In the description of the survey questionnaire, 
however , the reader may remember that the student who said .he earned a Berkeley 
degree at the end of the spring or summer quarter was given the option of 
saying that he did not register for fall because he did not wish to seek another 
Berkeley degree at that time. Such students, all of whom by our definition 
presumably earned an M. A. or M.S. , were told that they need not complete the 
. remainder of the questionnaire . ‘ ^ . *' •• 



It was not our intent jon in formulating .the questionnaire that all 
students who had earned the masters would use this option. We assumed that 



there might be ja substantial number who had hoped to continue beyond the 
masters, and we thought; perhaps naively, that many of these students 
i^ould choose to complete the survey questionnaire and discuss their reasons 
for leaving. In fact, only 29 students- who earned a master’s took this 0 
approach , and their responses are somewhat inconclusive , so that any analysis* 
of students with a terminal academic masters must rely on what little we can 



determine about thf students who used, the option and did not complete the 



remainder of the questionnaire . 



X" 



In trying to obtain all . available relevant information on the 358 
students who selected this option, we began by consulting the Registrar^ 
records , a. process which' immediately pointed-out- pne-misconception as to - 
the composition of this group of students i We had- assumed that all or almost 
all of these students would have earned a masters , but * found instead that 
Just 200 students had earned a degree at the end of either the spring or 
.summer quarter-r-191 academic masters and 9 students who had earned -either a 
professional masters or a doctorate and by our definition should not have 
beeh included in the study. Of the 158 who apparently had not earned a 
degree, further checking showed that 56 % subsequently earned either a 
doctorate, a professional masters,, or a certificate; ' 9 % subsequently earned 
an academic masters* and 35 % apparently had ..'.not earned a degree although 
their records were checked through Fall 1970/ Those students who had 



subsequently ; earned degrees apparently felt that they had effectively 






_Ul_ 
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completed their work during thie period covered by the study, and therefore 
fell withire the spirit of the question if not the actual wording. Many of these 
students could have b^n considered as "studied completed, no degree yet" if 
they had chosen to respond to the questionnaire in that manner. Among those 
students for whom we found no record of a degree or certificate spring 1968 
or thereafter were some who had earned a degree or certificate just prior to 
spring 1968 and may have been continuing on for a quarter or two without any 
very definite objective; and there were a substantial number who were in the 
certificate program in education, an area where various sorts of special 
circumstances might /apply. ' ./ A A"- ~ ' ■; 

From the viewpoint of the present study, it is the students who left 
with, an academic masters who are’ interesting. Since we have no direct evidence 
as to the reasoning that motivated this decision, it is very difficult to 
determine' fdr these students whether the masters constituted the fulfillment 
of th/sir educational goals at the tipie .the survey was made or whether they A 

would have continued on for the doctorate if this had been possible. During 
the last quarter in which they were enrolled, 96 # of these students had 
indicated a masters as their next degree objective, and on the basis of their 
final grade-point average, it seems that although they were less likely to 
have averages of 3*5 and higher than graduate students generally, they '••*•• 

compared favorably to the masters students in our survey who left without 
a degree and gave reasons for leaving as the figures in Table 12. show. 



\ . ^ . Table 12 ‘ ' 

\ PERCENT^ DISTRIBUTION BY GRADE-POINT AVERAGE 
OF ALL GRADUATE STUDENTS COMPLETING SPRING QUARTER 1968, 
STUDENTS WHO LEFT’ WITH AN ACADEMIC MASTERS , 

AND MASTERS STUDENTS WHO GAVE REASONS FOR LEAVING. 



Grade-Point 

Average 


All Grad Students. 

Who Completed 
Spring Quarter '68 
' (N = 9,174) 


Students in 
Survey Who Left 
with M.A. or M.S. 
(N = 205) 


Masters Student:: in 
Survey Who Gave « 
Reasons for Leaving 
(N* = ,194'.).' 


3.500+ 


’60 


■ ' '• 54 ' ' 


40 


3.000 - 3.499 


29 


43 


42 . 


Under 3.000 


: 31 i'r. • 


. x 3 - 


.18 ‘ 


. Total 


100 


100 ; 


.„ V 100 ; . " 



University of California, Berkele 
August, 1972 

The most important finding, with respect to these students,, appears to 
be that many of them were in majors whdre many students do not work for the 
doctorate, so that it is not unreasonable to assume that many in fact did seek 
the masters as their original goal, (see Table 13) . If this is the case, it is 
possible that the number of students who originally seek the doctorate but are 
terminated with the masters may be relatively\small . 



‘ ; i ..Table 13 • \ 

STUDENTS WHO LEFT WITH AN ACADEMIC MASTERS 
• CLASSIFIED BY TYPE OF MAJORS 



- V; " •* ' v 

Type of Major 


Students Who Left with an 
Academic Masters (N = 205) 


Engineering 


: 


Academic masters in a '' 




professibnal field 


'.-I'- , v vVO- : 


(Bus. Admin. & Educ . )' 


115s > • . 


Masters in field where no 




doctorate is offered 

1 1 : . '• • ' , r ' 


13% j ® 


1 : ■' ■ - • 

All other majors 


295 ? 


Total 


1005S 1 • ’ ‘ 
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Appendix A ,. v ' 



^ , 



Office of Institutional Research 



University of California, Berkeley 
January, 



Dear Graduate Student : 



Each quarter, numerous graduate students who are eligible 
to register at Berkeley do not do so; for the Recently completed 
• Fall Quarter of 1968 , the number of eligible graduate students 
who. did not register .was . relatively larger than usual . This 
office is currently attempting to determine the reasons why these 
graduate students did not register. To do this , we need your 
assistance. . T'T'.T 



'^ 1 -' 






Our Berkeley records indicate -that you cweue registered .here 
during the Spring, arid/pr Suimuer Quarters of 1968 and eligible; to ‘ 
register for. Jthe Fall Quarter of 1968. These same records show, 
however, that you did'- not register at Berkeley in the Fall. We .. 
realize, of course, that ; you may have decided to skip that quarter 
or that you may have earned a degree or certificate and left. We 
also realize^-that there may be other explanations as to why you 
did not register. In any event, we would appreciate your carefully 
completing and returning to us as soon as possible the enclosed ' 
.questionnaire which seeks to identify the reason or reasons why 
you did not register at Berkeley last term. A return envelope is 
enclosed for your convenience. 






v Thank you for your cooperation. 



Sincerely, 



Sidney Suslow 
Director 



•V': 
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Appendix A (Continued) 



UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY 



Office of Institutional Research 

January, 1969 : j 



To’ the Graduate Student: 



Please complete this questionnaire to the best of .your ability. 
Read each question carefully and indicate your.' considered, answer where 
appropriate . 



‘V 

i . 



I. Please indicate whether either of the following statemeivt,s-- 

• • • ■ • " - ; ■■ ■ ■ ^ 'M-.- ■ • J*.- - 



applies to you. 

■... v.. u 

Check here if 
this statement 
applies to you 



Check here if 
this' statement 
applies to you 



I did not register at Berkeley for the 
Fall Quarter of 1968 as I planned to take 
the quarter off; however, I am continuing 
my studies at Berkeley and have registered 
for the Winter Quarter of 1969. ■ ' 

I received a graduate degree from 'Berkeley 
at the end pf the Spring or Summer Quarter 
of 1968 and did not register for the Fall ' 
Quarter as I did not wish to seek another 
Berkeley degree at that time. 






v.t 



NOTE: If you \ check either of the above * 

statements, yd>u need not complete the' remainder\‘ 
of this questionnaire . If you checked neither 
statement, please continue with the questionnaire 



■Please enter you name here /(regardless of whether or not you complete 
the remainder of the questionnaire): 



family name 



.first and middle names 



.. ' V., . 



-H'5- 

51 



■4s 

•‘m 










II. 






A H 
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Please indicate by a check mark in the appropriate space, 
whether each of the reasons listed below influenced your 
decision not to register at Berkeley for the Fall Quarter 

of 1968. ; A ' • ;■ ;• -V-,"- A: -v A 



Reason for not registering at Berkeley 
• during the Fall Quarter. of 1968 



III. 



- Did not 

Influenced • influence 
my decision my decision 



a. 

b. 



d. 

e. 

f. 



enrolled at another institution 
persona^ illness 
illness of another person 
voluntary military service 
.involuntary military service 



expected to be drafted into 



g. 

h. 



military service 
sought full-time employment 



lacked fluids* to continue formal 
' education 



i 



J* 

k. 



marriage 

pregriancy or. birth 



continued studies toward degree 
in a non-registered status 



1 . 

m. 



dissatisfaction with the program 
other,; please specify . 



•From the above list pleas e select the one reason that most 
influenced your decision not to register at Berkeley for 
the Fall Quarter of 1968, and enter the letter .preceding 
it in this space . ■ / 






• • • /: 













~v*: 









< - 
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IV. Please answer the following questions as appropriate ; 



; 1. If you enrolled at another Institution instead c.f • registering : 
' at Berkeley for the Fall Quarter of .4968 j at which institution 
did you enrol lj . •’ * ' ' A : A " 



■& 



Please indicate Briefly your Reason for .enrolling at . 

■■ 'another, instifcutk^ A A A A' A' A ; .:A 



r v : 



2* v If you enlisted in military;; service instead of registering 
at Berkeley for the Fall Quarter of 1968 , did yod do 'this 
•A ■ • ' ■ as an alternative to being drafted? AA-. AV':- y .v pA ’ ' - ; 



EaPvIaA 



A : f.r. A':A ' AA--"' '• -■ ■■■ : A' i A-Aca ■: ’ .No ‘ A ' - • • ' A : “ 

3».;; :-.If you sought ;fuli?ti{Bft ^mjplioywent instead' of,: registering 
‘ at Berkeley for the Fall Quarter of 1968, did you intend v. 
* this to, be a temporary interruption of your studies? 

no -..A .• 



/ 

1 itS 



' * 

U / 



A* If a lack of funds Influenced your ^decision not to register 
'• : at Berkeley for the Fall' .Quarter” oft 1968, please check 



below the reason or reasons responsible fop changing your 
financial support level. . 









I 



. (a) • an increase in University fees • '•V- v 

.-.'v- ^ v'-. ./■- ' 'V‘ : 

» ■ (b) bnavdi lability of a grant, fellowship, assistantship,' etc. 

__(c) unavailability of ewploywent with salary adequate' to needs, 
7u— -(d) ’’ reduction df fondly {spouse* parents, etc. ) support. 

j offer of better financial support from another ’ins titut Son. 
( f) other, please specify °_r_ "A A v ’ , A.>’. A-v 



I 



AAaj 

■M 



M& 



^ 0 }\ m 






•IP, A’-A-f 



A'ilfc- 



aAA* 






7’t. ; 






J.i 






* At. ' r - ^ ^ j 1 ; 
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EVALUATION - OF THE SURVEY RETURN: e COMPARISON -OF ALL STUDENTS 
THE SURVEY , THOSE WHO COMPLETED T.HE QUESTIONNAIRE , ! 

^ /UiD THOSE WHO GAVE REASONS FOR LEAVING 



~y~ r v 

{ v Characteristics 
‘ /the Student 


of * -■ . • 


- v v ■ — — r 

.All Students 
* in ‘Survey 


Those Who 
Completed ‘ 
Questionnaire 


Those 'Who Gave ■ 
Reasons for 
< Leaving 


* l I 




Number 


Perce’nt 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


SEX: 1 ' ... ’ ' 

Men * 




I,2l*V 




572 


66 


275 


O 

66 


Women 


J 


51*5 


' 3d 


293 


■ 3li' 


ILL 


31* 


Total 




1,709 


100 


SS5 


100-- 


VT? 


1°^ 


NEXT DEGREE! OBJECTIVE: 


/ 




* t/) 


^ 4 ; 






Certificate • 




131 


7 


63 


7 


• 25 


b 


Masters 




- 966 


5i* i 


1*65 


5l* 


1P9 


1*7 


Beginning Doctoral 


. - VO 


3 


a J ‘ 


3 


. 21 


s 


Advanced Doctoral, r not 
' advanced to candidacy 


y; p ' 


•21 


• 156 


18 


97 


23 


Advanced Doctoral, advanced 
to candidacy . v‘ 


r ) f 


15 


155 


18 


77 


18 - 


* Total 




.1,709 


100 


* 865. 


100 


. L 19 


99 


DEpREE EARNED IN SPRANG OR SUMMER: 
. None ! . 


1 , 330 _ 


75 


632 


73 


^ 390 ; 
0 


93 


Certificate 1 




Tr * 


' f. 


0 


0 


0 • 


■ Masters 1 


1 . 


hli's 


25 


229 . 


26 


.29 


7 


Doctorate 


1 . • 

• 


>. 


■i 


1* 


t/- . 


0 


0 


Total , 1 


I ' . ... 

\ 

> 

/ 

»restry 


1,789 


100 ' 


855. 


99. 


TT9 


100 


FIELD OF STUDY: 

Agriculture & ?i 


1 • 

LS 


3 


. 21*' 


2 

, 3 


12- 


■' ■ 3 


Arts / 




7 9 


1. 


* 20 


2 


11 


3 


Biological Sciences 


00 


.5. 


1*8 


6 


21 


5 


; Engineering / 




. 3**3 


19 


163 


19 


1*5 


IX 


Languages /Literature ' . 


-...a?!- 


12 


10l* < 


12 


69- 


17 


Physical Sciences,^ 


152 


9 ' 


87 


.'To 


1*5 


11 - 


Profess! ocf s''” 




. 595 


' 3l* 


. 302 


'*•*'35 


lLo 


3L 


, Social Nsciences 




250 


~ U» 


blQ- 


13 


2 


17 


Double Majors 




21 


M 


£ 






Total 






v 100 ' 


Too 


** 1 9 


Too 


GRADE-POINT-AVERAGEr 






' - 




1 






3.500 and over 


% ' ■;:■*■■■■ 


: . . 91 L 


• 52 


l>80 


56 


223 


• 51* 


. 3.000 to 3.1*99 




' ■ - 592"' 


• . 31* 


c° 982 


33 


.136. 


33 . 


Under 3.000 




921* 0 


lV ’ 


88 


10 


51 


12 


, Not available** 




' h'3 


: M ■ 


15 


..** 


9 


# 


’ Total 


’ • m 


1,789 


-.'..Too 


Wi 


99 


TT9 


Too 


PERI'IANEUT HOME.! 1 
California 


* 


1 >025 


57 


528 


61 


. / 

’21.8 


. 59 


. Other U-rS. 




1*88 


; 275. 


236 


' 27' 


122 


29 


, Foreign 




•276 


.15 


101 


12 


. h 9 


12 


S X Total • 


4 • ' . 


• 1 »739 


& ■ 


8^5 


. 100 


1*19 


, .100 


LEGAL RESIDENCE:*** 
California 


Y i ’ • ;! 


1,275 


. 71 ' 


. 658 


• 76 ’ 


307 


73 


- — Out-o f*S ta te 


a 


5H* 


29 • 


207 


‘ 2 k 


112 


2.7 


If Total •” 

. - - . , ' — — - . jt . 


, ■ 


1VF59 


• 7100 


'm 


1.00 


^09 


100 



tLess than 6.5? 7./7 > : - >• - 

*"No^ availably'! category & double majors excluded from calculation of percents. . 

t;c tfVl A t AAnml of Arl oil A ai l V* e A t f/*\ v*L< • t 1 n M Mn a4> am a 






. ; fi ■ ^"Students who ’.completed all course work while in masters program. : 

; v v Nv** 11 * A /f ew studeni*a»whose ‘permanent home is shoyn as being in a foreign country arg^ 
£%:\ IT r *'’ legally California, residents. ♦ * ; "• ** .. v ' . . •; «. *. Ot.: 

^v***’*™* fT”*. ’ • V r‘‘ - - * .<• *'. 0> > , *, .... . ’ . 

........ mm laifliiMMteiclMMflflM V-t.3 M 



'• Appendix C 

r • _ p 

« . ' 

COMBINATIONS OF REASONS CITED BY STUDENTS WHO 
‘ GAVE THEIR REASONS FOR LEAVING BERKELEY 

Notes: 

Most of the Ul9 students who gave reasons for leaving cited more 
than one reason; as a result, the variety of combinations of reasons which 
were cited by at least one student is considerable. This table shows, for 
reference purposes, each combination which was cited and the number of 
students who cited it. 
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Appendix C (Continued) 

COMBINATIONS OF REASONS CITED BY STUDENTS WHO 
CAVE THEIR REASONS FOR LEAVING BERKELEY 







Com 


bln 


a t 1 


0 ri 


0 f 


Rea 


son 


8 C 


lie 


d b y t 


. h e 


Stu 


den 


t 








No. of 


F] 


NANCIAI 


FACTORS I 


ACADEMIC FACTORS 


PERSONAL FACTORS 


UNCLASSIFIED FACTORS 


Stu- 














Need 










Ill- 








Cont . 


Stu- 


Enr. 


Enr. 




dents 


Lack 


Sought 




D1b- 






Break 










ness 








in 


dies , 


at 


for 


Un- 


with 


Funds 


Full- 


Job- 


Mlsc. 


sat. 


Term. 


Mlsc 


from 


Vol. 


InvoL 


Ex- 


Pers. 


of 




Preg. 


Mlsc. 


Non- 


Compl . , 


An- 


Ltd. 


rest 


this 


tor 


time 


rel . 


Fin. 


with 


by 


Acad. 


Stu- 


Mil. 


Mil. 


pect 


Ill- 


An- 


Mar- 


or 


Pers. 


reg.’ 


No Deg. 


other 


Time 


at 


Comb. 


Cont. 


Empl. 


Reas. 


Reas. 


Pro&. 


Dept. 


Reas. 


dies 


Serv. 


Serv. 


Draft 


ness 


other 


riage 


Birth 


Reas. 


Stat. 


Yet 


Inst. 


Only 


Berk. 


1 




X 
























X 


X 




X 










2 




X 














l . 










X 






X 






1 




1 

18 




x 

X 






- ■ 






















X 


0 

X 










1 




X 


















* 










X 


X 








2 

. 1 




X 

X 






















<* 








X 


» 


X 


X 


>> 


2 

8 




X 


X 




















i# 














X 


*. - 


1 






X 




X 














X 






- * 


* 


X 










1 






X 


















X 




















1 






X 




























X 










1 






X 




























X 




' X 






1 








X 


















% 


















1 
. li 




f 


\ 


x ' 


X 


















% 






X 








N 


. 2 










X 




X 
















% 














1 










X 




X 




















X 










1 










X 






X 




X 


X 




















» ■ 


1 










X 






X 




X 


X 












X 










1 










. X 


b 




X 












X 








( 








1 










X 










X 


X 






X 
















1 










X 










X 


X 






X 














X 


1 










X 












X 
















X 






1 










X 


















X 






X 










1 

3 










X 














* 




X , 










X 




X 








X 




• 




















TT~ 




- • ' ■ “ 






7 










X 


























* 








1 










X 
































X 


1 












X 














• 


















1 












X 






















X 




X 






5 ■ 














. X 




% 






, . 




















1 














X 








* 






X 
















1 










>• ■ 




X 














X 










x 






1 














X 
















X 








X 






1 

X 














X 

X 
















V 




X. 

X 




X 






1 












































2 














/ 


X 




























1 








? 








X 




X 


X 


X 










X 










It 


















X 


























It 


















X 




X 






















2 


✓ 




t 












X 
















X 










1 


















• 


X 




















< 




1 
















• • 




X 


X 






















‘ 1 




















X 


X 










X 




* 








1 




■ v" 
















X 


X 
















X 






5 


















" 




X 






















1 

2 
















* 






X 


|5 

X 
















X 


■ 


1. 
























X 




X / 
















i 
























X 








, X 












1 
























X 










X 




X 






1 

2 
























X 
















X 




2 




























X 




X 












. 1 




























X 










X 






2 






























X 














1 












































2 






























X 




X . 










10 
































X 






, 






1 

80 


• 








* 






















X 


X 


9 








3 


































- , x **. 










.. ,1 


































X 


X 








* 3 

1 




• f 1 






























X 




X 


i- 






































X 






X 




9 




































X 








25 












\ 


























X 






; 1 , 












































lit 












. >’ 


























X 


X 




1 
























■ * 








_ 










X 


Total 

Ul9 












































106 


137 . 


17 


6 


71 


5 


17 


10 


. 16 


‘19 


It? 


12 


2 


31 * 


12 


22 


172 


13 ' 


67 


27 


6 1 



• & 



0 / 









; 









-51- 

57 



V 






s Sfe 






Office of Institutional' Research 
University of. California, Berkeley 
August, 1972 j 



Appendix D 



INSTITUTIONS SELECTED BY- STUDENTS 
WHO GAVE "ENROLLED AT ANOTHER INSTITUTION" 
AS A REASON’ FOR LEAVING BERKELEY 



Location and Name 
of Institution 



.. Eastern U.S. : / 

Brown University 
Columbia University 
Cornell University . 

Harvard University 
New York University 
Massachusetts' In^Jjjitute of 
Technology 

Pennsylvania, University of 
Pennsylvania State University 
• Princeton- University 
Rochester, University of 



< 



Midwest : /> 

t Chicago, University- of 
Indiana, University of 
Iowa, State University of 
Michigan, University of 
Minnesota, University of 
Ohio State University 
Wisconsin, University of 
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" ' • » 
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Johns Hopkins University 
North Carolina, University of 
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Appendix E 



NUMBER OF STUDENTS., BY FIELD OF STUDY AND MAJOR, WHO COMPLETED THE 
SURVEY GIVING THE REASONS WHY THEY LEFT BERKELEY 



AGRI CULTURE ' & FORESTRY : 
Agricultural Economics 
Child Development. 
Entomology 
Forestry 
Genetics N 
Paras it<$lfygy 
TotaS 



ARTS:, 

Art 

Dramatic Art 
History of Art 
Music 
Total 



BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES: 
Anatomy 
" Bacteriology 
. Biophysics 

-—Botany-, — — — 

Comparative Biochemistry 
Immunology ^ 

Medical Physics 
Physiology . 

Zoology „ 

..Total 



ENGINEERING:. 

Civil . 

Electrical 
Industrial-Oper . 
Mechanical 
Mineral Technology 



Research 



Nuclear 
Total 



LANGUAGES & LITERATURE: 
Classics 

"Comparative Literature 
English / 

French 
German-. • 
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Near Eastern 
Oriental 

Rhetoric '• 

.Romance Lang. & Lit. 
Scandinavian 
Slavic 
Spanish 
• Tot.0.1 
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PHYSICAL SCIENCES: 
Astronomy 

Chemical Engineering 
Chemistry 
Geology 
Geophysics 
Mathematics 
Physics 
Statistics 
Total 



6 

2 

5 

6 

l 

17 

5 

3 



45 



PROFESSIONS: 

Architecture . . 

Mostatisjfci.es* 

. Business Administration 
City & Regional Planning 
Criminology 
Design , 

Education* 

~Env i roiimeftt al’H ealTh ~S c"i * ' 
Epidemiology* 

Journalism 

•' Landscape Architecture 
Librurianship 
Physiological Optics* 
Public Health 
Total 



2 

21 

6 

6 '. 

1 

70 



1 

3 

■<3 

" 6 
l 
ll* 
ll*0 



SOCIAL SCIENCES: 
Anthropology 
•Asian Studies 
Economics 
Folklore 
Geography 
History 
Philosophy 
Political Science 
Psychology 
Sociology 
Total 



3 

3 

7 

2 

10 

ll* 

6 

7 

5 

ll* 



71 



DOUBLE MAJORS 



TOTAL 



1*19 



^Included with Public Health in 
Berkeley Enrollment data. 



♦included with Optometry in Berkeley 
Enrollment data. • . 
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